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1, being poor, have only my dredams
W. B. Yeats

What happens to a dream deferred?

Does it dry up

like araisin in the sun?
Ovr festerlike a sore— - -
Andthen run?

Does it stink like rotten meat?

Or crust and sugar orver— ,
like a syripy sweet?

Maybe it just sags
like a heary load.
Ordoes it cxplode?

Langston Hughes
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Foreword

In May 1970, the College Scholarship Service of the College Entrance
Examination Board convened a panel of 11 individuals concerned
with the educational needs of students from poverty and minority
populations. On recommendation of the participants in its collo-
quium on “Financing Equal Opportunity in Higher Education,” the
College Scholarship Service asked the panel to eonsider the financial
barriers to undergraduate higher education for poor and minority
vouth whose best opportunity for economie and social mobility, tra-
ditionally and still today, is through postsecondary training,

The panelists themselves were drawn from among the nation's
minority populations—blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ri ans, Native
Americans, and Orientals. Their task was to define, from their own
perspectives, the higher educational needs of not only minority
vouth but all young people from backgrounds of poverty, and to de-
velop recommendations for social policies that could lower the most
persisteny barrier to undergraduate higher education for the poor:
lack of money.

During the course of its several meetings, the panel made interim
recommendations that urged the Administration and members of
Congress to restore funds eut from the Edueational Opportunity
Grant Program (10G), the one federally supported program specifi-
sally designed to aid “exceptionally needy” students, and supported
the enactment of revised regulations published by the Commissioner
of Education designed to target Educational Opportunity' Grant and
College Work-Study monies on low-income students.

This, the panel’s final report, secks to give structure and measure
to the national commitment required to fulfill the needs of the poor
and minority youth for higher education.

In his foreword to the proceedings of the ¢SS colloguium that
created the panei, George H. Hanford, then Acting President of the
College Board, noted: “All our efforts to identify and nurture talent
in the minority/poverty communities and all our successes in gen-
erating aspirations to higher education will have been for naught if
there are not the dollars to fulfill those expectstions.”

The panel proposes a new federal program of grants, loans, and
special services that would provide the dollars neeessary not only to

1. College Entrance Examination Board, Finanecing Equal Oppartunity in Higher
Educatinon. New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1970, p. vi.
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fulfill the expectations of the poor for higher education but also to
match the promise of this society of equal opportunity for all its
citizens. The dollar costs of lowering the financial barriers to higher
education are great, but the social costs of continuing current in-
equities are even greater. Only with equal educational om)ortunit,\’

‘un there be equal economic and social opportunity.

The panel’s recommendations were made before passage of the
Education Amendments of 1972, which authorizes the nev: Basic Op-
portunity Grants. Like the panel’s recommended grant program, the
Basic Grants Program would entitle as a matter of right all eligible
students to some grant assistance and advarees the principle that
low- and moderate-income students should be provided federal funds
approximating those that are available to higher-income students
from their families. However, there are important differences be-
tween the panel’s grant proposal and the BOG provisions in the new
lcgiqlation For example, the Basic Grants Program has a maximum

rant level of $1,400 as opposed to $2,000 recommended by the panel.
Othcl features of the Basic Grants Program —dependence on annual
and uncertain levels of appropriations, and a provision that the Basic
Grant may not exceed one-half the costs of attending the institution
of the student’s choice—also differ sharply from the panel’s grant
proposal and may reduce the potential of the newly legislated pro-
gram for increasing opportunities available to poor and minority
vouth.

Throughout its history the Coliege Board has sponsored indepen-
dent research and supported free inquiry into matters touching on
transition and access to education beyond high school. The results
of such efforts have had lasting implications on patterns of educa-
tional opportunity. We Lope the report of the Panel on Financing
Low-Income and Minority Students in Higher Education and its
recommendations will contribute to public understanding, construc-
tive debate, and positive action on national higher education policies
and priorities.

Arland F. Christ-Janer

President
Collegre Entrance Examination Bo wd

N
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Background: Aspirations and Realities

During the sixties, the desire to attend college grew dramatically
among the children of the poor. Survey data indicate that the per-
centage of high school seniors from low-income families who wished
to attend college doubled between 1959 and 1965, from 23 to 46 per-
cent?

decade to be highly dependent on family income and on social and
racial background. The pattern of aspirations for college and their
fulfillment among different income groups tells a bleak story (see
Table 1).

Table 1. Paiterns of Aspirations for College and Their Fulfillment.
1966 High School Graduates. By Income Group. In Percent

Pervecnt Pereent Pereent

responding “yes”  having attended ot college

Jarplaining callege qaals
Fawily ineame callege hy Febricary 1967 aehiered
Less than $3,000 . . . . . . . 16% 17% 37
3000-4999 . . ... L L. 4T 32 67
000799 . . . ., . ... .58 37 63
More than 7,500 . . . . . . .71 57 R0

Souree; Joseph Froontkin, Aspirations, Envollments, and Resora ees, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Heaith, Education and Welfare, 1970, pp. 20.22

Students tfrom families with incomes of $7,500 or more had more .

than twice the chance of realizing their hopes for college attendance
as students from families with less than $3,000.

College aspirations of low-income vouth grew for a variety of rea-
sons: decline in the economy’s demand for high school graduates:
increased accessibility of postsecondary education, particularly
through the development of low-cost community colleges; and the
growth of postsecondary financial aid programs based on students’
need.

For minority youth, additional factors peculiar to their predica-

2. Joseph Froomkin, Aspivations. Eviollments and Resonrees, Gnpublished abula-
tion by A. J. Jaffee mnd Walter Adams. Wishington, D.C.o ULS, Office of Eduention.
1970, p. 20,

Actual enrollment in college, however, continued throughout the
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ment in society affected aspirations for coliege. Although the sixties
was a period of improvement in the condition of at least some minor-
ity groups, large gaps in economic opportunity persistec. In 1967, tor
example, census data indicate that black males with four years of
college (for whom data can be isolated) had a median income of
$7,556, nearly $600 less than the median income of white m:les with
a high school education. For that same year, the likelitiood of a
black’s earning in excess of $12.000 was approximately one-tenth
that of a white wage earner. More recent data published by the
United States Bureau of the Census indicate that, in 1970, black
males with four or more years of college had a median income of
$8,567 compared with a median income of $8,631 for male white high
school graduates. Much the same or possibly worse patterns of earn-
ings undoubtedly existed in the sixties for members of «ther minor-
ity groups; unfortunately, these cannot be documer ed by available
data. (Median incomes of other minorities are discussad later in this
report, although they are not correlated with degree of educational
attainment.)

Still, there is a clamor among minorities for higher education.
Why? Clifton Wharton, President of Michigan State University,
states: “There is a deplorable continuation of ir.come difference be-
tween Blacks and whites with comparable levels of education; never-
theless, the fact remains that education, and especially higher educa-
tion continues to be a major factor in the progress of Black socjiety.”™

Moreover, career opportunities available to nonwhites with only a
high school diploma are extremely limited compared to those await-
ing white high school graduates who do not seek ,urther education.
Highly skilled and high-paying trades are virtually closed to minor-
ity youth by racism in the society and restrictions on access to ap-
prenticeships and other forms of on-the-job training. For minority
youth, then, the best chance for upward mobility is still through
postsecondary training,

For many reasons, public confidence in higher education has been
shaken 1 recent years. As college graduates encounter increased
difficulty securing employment commensurate with their traiuing,

3. U.S. Department of Commerce, Status of Negroes wn the United States 1970, Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1971, Sevies P-23, No. 38, Table 25, p. 34.

4, Clifton Wharton, “Reflections on Black Intellectual Manpower.” Unpublished
speech delivered at the 2nd Annual Convention on State of Black Economy, Chicago,
Apri) 28, 1972,

[
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some suggest that American higher education has overexpanded
and that the bachelor's degree has been “oversold.” It is not surpris-
ing that traditional values associated with a college education are
being called into question. Indeed, the movement for reform in
higher education and the encouragement of young people to consider
a greater diversity of postsecondary options are salutary develop-
ments,

Butit would be cruel irony if for poverty and minority students the
current mood of questioning caused a retreat from the goal of wide
access to higher education. There are those, including Vice President
Agnew, who maintain that the doors of higher education have been
opened too wide. The p..ael questions a national leadership that re-
fers to open access for blacks, as did the Vice President; as “an attack
on the integrity of American colleges,” in spite of decades of an
American tradition of open access for farm children, European im-
nigrants, and Cuban refugees.’

As the Carnegie Commission has stated, “Our historic approach of
open access should not be abandoned just when minority students
are arriving in larger numbers. We should not close the door at this
juncturein history.”s :

While a college degree is no longer the sure ticket to a job, eco-
nomic security, and professional fulfiliment that it may once have
been, it remains for minority youth the best if not the only hope.
Without dramatically increased college enrollment and completion
rates, there is little prospect that minority groups will make signifi-
cant gains toward equity, either in terms of income levels or partici-
pation in the professional, technical, and managerial segments of
society.

To the members of this panel the sharp rise in the expectations and
aspirations of the poor and minorities for postsecondary education
is not simply a statistical fact; it is part of their personal and profes-
sional experiences. Each panelist —whether the president o a pre-
dominantly black college, a teacher of ethnic studies, a collegiate
financial aid officer, a director ol a national talent-search or com-
munity-action agency, or the head of an Indian tribe-had woi ked
daily with poor z1.d minority youth who aspired to college and who,

5. Spiro T. Agnew. S;.cech delivered at a Republican Statewide Fund-Raising Dinner,
Des Moines, Towa, April 13, 1970,

6. Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, A Chance to Learn. New York: McGraw-
Hill, March 1970, p. 1.
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once enrolled, were trying to stay there. The panel members have
also worked daily with similar youth whose aspirations remain un-
fulfilled. ’ )

The panel’s funetion perhaps did not differ greatly from that of
many commissions, study groups. and agencies that have been con-
cerned with increasing higher educational opportunities. There
were, however, large differences in perspective, emphasis, and ur-
gency.

Throughout the sixties the panelists experienced the frustrations
of poor and minority youth. They then.,_lves were carrying the mes-
sage and hope that “things are changing.” They saw colleges begin
to open their doors, the federal government start to aim student aid
funds more specifically toward the poor, loans become more widely
available, and states begin to develop, however slowly, student aid
programs for the most needy. In the late sixties and more recently,
however, they became acutely aware that these governmental and
institutional efforts were falling far shcrt of the mark. The panel
foresees the possibility of another decade of pious rhetoric on equal-
ity of opportunity eliciting another decade of inadequate response.

All aspirations cannot be satisfied, but for society to fail to make
the attempt is to continue to deny its promise of equal opportunity to
its poor and minority citizens. There must be designed an effective
national program to achieve or at least to move toward equal educa-
tional opportunity. There must be mobilized a social willingness to
provide the funds required for its implementation. There must be a
readiness on the part of educationul institutions to adapt their offer-
ings to the needs of new populations. ’

A recent report to the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
stated: . .. Those friendly to minority students have not been anx-
ious to establish the facts. Proponents of the program have avoided
sober assessment of their true cost, the drop-out rate, and the magni-
tude of the adjustment required of all parties—the institutions, the
minority students and their fellow students. Determination to pro-
fess loyalty to the idea has sometimes choked off debate ar ! con-
structive criticism.”?

In this report, the panel places before the public a realistic assess-
ment of the true costs of equal opportunity for higher education. The
sense of urgency is great, fur the nation cannot long bear the social

7. Frank Newman et al., Report on Higher Education. Washington, D.C.; U.S. Depart.
ment of Health, Edueation and Welfare, March 1971, p. 140,




costs of current inequities. The panel intends this report to initiate
the constructive debate required for the development of a national
progran that will realize President Nixon’s hope that “no qualified
student who wants to go to college should be barred by lack of money.”

P e
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Equality of Educational Opportunity:
Goals and Objectives

The panel’s proposals seek to achieve one fundamental objective —
equality of opportunity for higher education. This goal is not pecu-
liar to the panel. For more than a decade equal opportunity for edu-
cation has been among the most commonly cited goals of public
policy. In 1960, John Gardner writing for President Eisenhower’s
Commission on National Goals said, “By 1970 we should have a
deeper understanding of equal educational opportunity than ever in
the past. We should have become keenly aware of all the forces that
limit individual grewth and should have learned how to cope with
these forces.” In 1972, it is apparent that equal opportunity is still an
unrealized goal. The poor, even those of highest ability, do not enter
higher education at the same rate as the rich. Minority students con-
tinue to have far less chance of entering and remaining in college
than majority students. Equal opportunity still remains the great
unfinished business of the seventies.

There are, of course, complex reasons for the persistence of un-
equal opportunity for higher education: a lack of social commitment
to the goal itself; inadequate schooling for poverty and minority stu-
dents at the elementary and secondary level and the paucity of pro-
grams at the higher education level that can remedy earlier edu-
cational handicaps; continuing doubts throughout the education
system about the educability of poor and minority youth, resulting
in lowered expectations and the erosion of self-concepts among these
yvouth; a social unwillingness to reorder priorities and focus scarce
resources on programs that could support the access and ratention
of poor and minority vouth in higher education.

One of the primary reasons for the failure to achieve equal oppor-
tunity is a continuing lack of definition of the goal itself. The objec-
tive is so often lacking in concrete definition that it is impossible to
create programs to achieve the goal and to develop criteria against
which alternative policies and programs can be judged.

To some, equal opportunity for higher education means insuring
equal chances to individuals of equal ability, and the most often
recommended policy to this end is equalizing the quality of elemen-
tary and secondary cducation and thus equalizing the achievement
of students of similar ability. To others, equality of higher educa-
tional opportunity means providing access to some form of postsec-
ondary training to all youth irrespective of income, social back-




ground, and ethnic origin. Still others define equal opportunity as
satisfying student aspirations for postsecondary training by assur-
ing that all who desire te enroll actually do enroll.

While achievement of any of these aims would be an improvement
of opportunity, in the panel’s view no one of them is either specific or
comprehensive enough to provide a view of what the dimensions of
equal opportunity for higher education really are.

- The panel’s definition of equal opportunity has tieo basic dimen-
sions: (1) equity inthe rates and patterns of enrollment; and (2) equity
inthe distribution of students among types of institutions.

(1) Equal opportunity for higher education requires the achieve-
ment of equity for low-income and minority youth in access to higher
education and in patterns of enroliment. This necessarily implies:

Equalization of enrollment by income. Students from families
whose incomes are in the lower three quarters would enroll in higher
education at the same rate as students from families in the highest
income quarter.

Equalization by race. The percentage of minority high school grad-
uates and the percentage of the minority college-age group who en-
ter higher education would rise to equal the corresponding percent-
ages of majority students. (The percentages of minority high school
graduates and of minorities in the college-age group as a whole are
more valid and meaningful statistics for comparison than is the per-
centage of minorities in the national population — the measure too
often used as the index of equality.)

Equalization in the timing of errollment. The delays between high
school completion and college entrance for low-income and minority
students would be no greater than for upper-income and majority
students.

Equalization in enrollment status. Low-income and minority stu-
dents would be provided the same opportunity for full-time statusin
higher education as other students. The percentage of low-income
and minority students enrolled on a part-tiine basis would no longer
be greater than the comparable percentage of majority students.

Equalization in the retention of students in higher education. Low-
income and minority students would be provided the financial re-
sources and support services that would permit them to remain in
higher education for the same period of time as majority students—
that is, the dropout rates for these youth would not differ from those
of majority students.

But equity of access to higher education and equity in the patterns
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of enrollment are not by themselves measures of equal opportunity.
For the panel, the attainment of the objectives stated above would
not insure equal opportunity, since they do not address the prevail-

.ing'inequities in the distribution of students among institutions.

The panel, therefore, adds still another and a most significant di-
mension to the definition of equality of opportunity: (2) equity in the
distribution of minority and poverty students among differing higher
education institutions, providing them collegiate options that meet
their individual interests, needs, and abilities. This implies that pov-
erty and minority students would have the same range of choice
among higher education institutions as higher-income and majority
students.

Too often it has been assumed in public policy discussions that
equal opportunity for poor and minority students would be achieved
if “access” were provided without regard to the “type of access.”
Access confined to specific -segments of postsecondary education—
usually public two-year colleges and vocational schools, or other low-
cost institutions —is not in any real sense access to the higher educa-
tion system.

Two-year and vocational institutions play a crucial role in higher
education, but they should not be the principal po'nt of entry for the
poor or the minority students who would be better served by other
collegiate options. All students require educational experiences ap-
propriate to their needs and abilitjes.

Public policy grounded in a narrow concept of access implies that
class status rather than individual attributes and achievements
would determine opportunities for higher education; and that the
higher education system would become more stratified than it is now
on the basis of income and social class.

It is an unstated but frequent assumption that a poor first genera-
tion college-goer should enter the local community college or voca-
tional school, his children might enroll in a state college or public
university, and the following generation might finally go to a pres-
tigious private college or university. In other words, the poor should
rise only one rung at a time up the “ladder” of institutional types.
The panel rejects such thinking as alien to a society that claims to be
free of the arbitrary privileges of class.

Because access to higher economic and social positions is influ-
enced by the kind of institution one attends, opportunities for higher
education cannot be equal until the poor and minority students are
assured not only equality of access but also equality of options
among programs and institutions.




In setting these two dimensions of equality —access and choice—
the panel presents a modest proposal. Even the immediate achieve-
ment of such a comprehensive definition of equality of educational
opportunity would not totally remove the obstacles to social and eco-
nomic mobility that have been imposed on the poor and minorities
throughout the history of this nation. One does not, as President
Lyndon Johnson said, “ . . take a person who for years has been
hobbled by chains and liberate him, bring him up to the starting line
of a race and say ‘you’re free to compete with others’ and justly be-
lieve you have been completely fair.”

Nor will the achievement of equal oppoxtu nity today repair or com-
pensate for the backlog of social injustice that has plagued previous
generations of America’s poor and minority citizens.
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Inequality of Educational Opportunity:
Effects of Poverty and Minority Status

In his 1970 message on higher education, President Nixon stated:
“Something is basically unequal about opportunity tor higher edaca-
tion when a young person whose family earns more than $15,000 a
vear is nine times more likely to attend college than a young person
whose family earns less than $3,000.” And, “Something is basically
wrong with federal policy toward higher education when it has failed
to correct this inequality....”

This section of the panel’s report addresses itselt to the first of the
President’s concerns—unequal opportunity for higher education for
vouth from low-income families. It adds to this a deep concern for the
inequality of opportunities available to youth from minority back-
grounds. A subsequent section addresses the failure of federal policy
to correct these inequalities.

The panel’s definition of equal opportunity emerged from an un-
derstanding of the range of current inequities and their impact on
American society. From the nagging vealities of today, the panel de-
fined its hopes for tomorrow.

What are the current inequities? The following discussion presents
data documenting unequal opportunity by income and race. While
these two aspects of the problem are closely interrelated, it is useful
to analyze them separately.

Inequality for Low-Income Students
A college education is a costly good in America. The price varies
widely by institution, but the least expensive is very often prohibi-
tive for families of limited financial resources. (The expense of even
free-tuition and free-access institutions remains high since atten-
dance of a child results inlossofincome for the family while theliving
costs of the child continue.) The economic barrier to college remains
a harsh reality that contradicts the claims of “open access” and
“equal opportunity” of our system of higher education and dims the
hopes of the poor for upward mobility. The disparities in opportunity
by income level are highlighted below,

hicome and college attendance. During the decade of the sixties
socioeconomic status diminished slightly as a factor in determining
college enrollment rates, but considerable gaps in opportunity re-
mained between students from low- and high-income families. Lower-
income students continued to be dramatically underrepresented on

10
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college and university campuses. In 1970 a youth 18 to 24 yvears old
from a family earning above $15,050 was nearly five times more
likely to be enrolled in college than a youth 18 to 24 from a family
with income of less than $3,000 (Table 2).

Table 2. Dependent 18- to 24-Year-Olds Attending College.

By Family Income. In Percent. 1970 Pereont
af age grougr
Fanily incone in college
$ 0- 3,000 . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 13%
3000- 1,999 L L L. L L s e e e e e e e e e .. 19
50600- 7499 . L L. L. L e e e e e e e e e e 031
THU0- 9999 . L oL L. L s e e e e e e e e e e e . 28T
10,000-14,999 . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e 4B
15000 andover . . . . . . L. Lo L0 o e e e 61

Source Caleulated from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Crurrent Population Reports,
Series 1*-20, No. 222, p. 35

The United States Office of Education estimated that in the aca-
demic year 1971-72 approximately five million students would be en-
rolled in colleges and universities as full-time undergraduates. Table
3 presents the distribution of these students according to quarters
of family income, once again demonstrating the persistent differ-
ences in the enrollment rates of low- and high-income students.

In 1972 students from fumilies with incomes in the top quarters
had alimost three times the chance of full-time college enroliment as

Table 3. Estimated Full-Time Enrollment in Higher Education of
All High School Graduates. By Family-Income Quarters. In
Number and Percent. 1971-72 Neemberof
Sill-time

Income quarters of students

fumiliesoeith high schaol graduutes (thausunds)  Percent
Bottom ($0-5,706) . . . . . .. . .. ... . e el T49 15%
Second (5,707- 9,622y . . . ... ... ... .. .. 875 17
Third (9,623-14,999) . . . . . . . . .. ... 1.3 28
Top(morethan14,999) . . . . . . . .. ... .. .. 2,022 40

Source: A working paper prepared for the panel by R. Hartman and J. O*Neill usmyg
U.S. Office of Education projections
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students in the bottom quarters. This projection actually tends to
understate the inequality because the pool of college-age youth is
larger in the bottom quarter than in the top.

Some people, of course, contend that discrepancies in enrollment

between students from low- and high-income families are a function

of ability and not socioeconomic status. But even if one contyols for
“measured ability,” it is still clear that enrollment rates vary widely
for students from differing income groups. Table 4 is illustrative.

Table 4. Enrollment at Senior and Junior Colleges
of 1968 High School Graduates.
By Socioeconomic Status and Ability. In Percent

Mule

Sociveconomic quarter

Ability quarter Bottom 2 J Top

Bottom. . . . . ... .... P L 14% - 18%  33% 0%

Second . . . . . . .o 0oL 29 45 17 62

Third., . . . . . . . . .. . e 48 57 61 70

Top. « o v v e e . 5 70 8 88
Female

Socioeconomic quarter

Ability quarter Bottam 2 2 Top
Bottom. . . . .. ... ... ... ..., 17% 16% 29% 55%
Second . . . . . ..o n L0l e e 25 29 49 66
Third. . .. . . . . . . ... 41 51 66 71
Top. .« v v o e e e e e 67 71 79 88

Source: Lila Norvis and Martin R, Katz, The Measwrement of Academic Interests.
Part 11. College Entrance Examination Board Research and Development Reports,
RDR-70-71, No. 5. Princeton, N.J.: Edueational Testing Service, 1970, pp. 16-17

Amonyg 1968 male high school graduates in the bottom ability quar-
ter, those in the top socioeconomic quarter were almost three times
more likely to become enrolled in college than those in the low-
est two socioeconomic quarters. Among 1968 female high school
graduates, college prospects of the low-ability rich were greater than
three times those of the low-ability poor. In the second ability quar-
ter, males of the top socioeconomic group were about twice as likely
to become enrolled, and females more than two and a half times as




likely as those in the lowest socioeconomic bracket. Females in the
second socioeconomic quarter had less than half the likelihood of
college enrollment of those in the top socioeconomic group. Even in
the top ability quarter there is still inequality of opportunity be-
cause of socioeconomic background.

Such findings are further substantiated by the results of a longi-
tudinal study conducted during the sixties of approximately 9,000
high school graduates in the state of Wisconsin. In a recent review
of the study data, William Sewell, sociologist of the University of
Wisconsin, states: “. .. we find that higher SES (socioeconomnic status)
students have substantially greater post-high school educational
attainment than lower SES students. For example, among students
in the lowes! fourth of the ability distribution, those in the highest
SES category have a 2.5 times advantage over those in the lowest SES
category in their chances to go on to some form of post-high szhool
education. For students in the highest ability fourth, the chances of
continuing their schooling are 1.5 times greater if they are from the
highest rather than the lowest SES category. Similarly, in the lowest
ability fourth the rate of college attendance is 4 times greater for the
highest SES group than for the lowest SES group. Among the top
quarter of students in ability, a student from the lowest SES category
is only about half as likely to attend college as a student from the
highest SES category. A similar pattern holds for the chances of
graduating from college, where corresponding ratios range from 9 to
1 among low ability students to 2to 1 among high ability students. At
the level of graduate or professional school entry, where we would
expect ability considerations to be determinant, the odds are'3.5to 1
in favor of high SES over low SES studerts, even in the high ability
category.”

While some may tolerate elitist arguments based on “ability,” few
can condone, as Table 4 and the Wisconsin data illustrate, unequal
access to higher education based solely on socioeconomic status.

Income and the timing and status of enrollment. Family income not
only affects the rate of entry but also the time of entry and enroll-
ment status. Students from higher-income families tend to enroll in
college earlier. Nearly 80 percent of youth from families in the top
income quarter who go to college enter immediately after completing
high school, as contrasted to 64 percent of those from the bottom in-

8. William H. Sewell, “Inequality of Opportunity for Higher Education.” American
Sociological Review, V., 36, No. 5, October 1971, pp. 795-796.
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come quarter. Students from higher-income families are also more
likely to enroll in college as full-time students. Table 5 summarizes
the relationship of income to time of college entry and enrollment
status.

Table 5. Aspiration Level, Timing of Enrollment, and Enrollment
Status. By Income Quarter
Indes of
entry
within Rativof
Fuderaf one year Sulletime
aspiration  after enrollient
Fneome {ogo ligie sehool o total
(ynurters) to collegé graduation enrollment

Bottom. . . . . . ... . S | .39 56
Second . . . . ... ... ... .... .83 .67 .64
Third . . S . 1 85 .64
Top. . ... ... . ... .....L00 1.00 .76

* Sourc et Joseph Froomkin, Aspirations, I nrollments, winl Resonrees. Washington, D.C.x

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1970, p. 90

Taking frequeneies in the top income quarter as the norm, the rate
of c¢cilege entr:* within one year after high school graduation for
those in the bottom income quarter is 39 percent of the norm. The
rate of part-time enrollment for low-income students is about twice
that of students from high-income families.

Inconie and retention of students in higher education. Once enrolled
in college, students from families in the bottom quarter of ihcome
have less than one-third the chance of students from families in the
top quarter for completion of an undergraduate degree (Table 6).

Table 6. Selected Ratios Indicating Differentials in College
Retention. by Income Quarter .

Income Persistence
quarters throngh college

Bottom . . e e e e . Ce . W29
Second. . . e e e e e e e . . D6
Third . . . LTl
Top . ... O 311

Source: Joseph Froomkin, Aspirations, I wrollments, and Resom ces, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1970, p. 90
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Completion rates are, of course, affected by ability, but socioeco-
nomic status also has a significant effect on college completion.
Folger, Astin, and Bayer report that more than three-fourths of
college entrants from the high-ability, high sociceconomic groups
graduated within five years after high school, compared to less than
two-thirds of the high ability, low sociceconomic group.?

As shown in Table 7, low-income youth graduated from coliege at a
rate 10-15 percent lower than high-income youth at the same ability
levels.

Table 7. Effect of Socioeconomic Status on College Graduation.
By Ability Levels and Sex. In Percent

Intelligence tervel

Tatal

Nacioccana:nic status -
and sew . Middle  High middle  High

Males:

Low. . . ... 30% % 5T%  29%
Lowmiddle . . . . .. . ... ... . . 40 35 47 30
Middle. . . . . .. .. ... .. ... .35 46 60 40
Highmiddle. . . . .. .. ... .. .. 39 55 63 50
High. . . .. ... .. ... .. .. . .48 5Y 70 55
Females:

Low. . . .. ... ... ... e .. X * * 40
Lowmiddle . . . . .. ... .. .... 27 48 62 37
Middle. . . . . . . .. .. ... .. ..36 41 57 43
Highmiddle. . . . . : . . ... .. .. 40 38 59 45
High. . . .. ... ... .... .44 55 78 57

*Too few cases to provide reliable percentagres.
Source: John K. Folger. Helen 8. Astin, and Alan E. Bayer, Human Resawrces and
Higher Eduweation. N Y.: Russell Sage Foundation, 1970, p. 318

A principal reason for the differences in college completion rates
for students from various sociceconomic backgrounds is their initial
distribution among types of colleges. Youth from low socioeconomic
groups are more likely to enroll in junior colleges than are youth
from high socioeconomic groups. Students in junior colleges are less

9.John K. Folger; Helen 8. Astin: Alan E. Bayer, Human Resources and Higher Educa-
tion, New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1970, p. 320,
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likely to complete college than are those who envoll initially in four-
vear institutions. Low-status youth who enter four-year colleges
tend to enter less expensive and less selective institutions which
generally have far higher dropout rates than the selective colleges,

The chances of completing college having initially enrolled in a
two-year college for even the highest-ability students, are only one
in three. High ability freshmen in a senior college, however, have a
two out of three likelihood of earning a college degree. As Folgenr,
Astin, and Bayer observe: “Paradoxically, the community colleges
appear to have increased opportunities for low-status youth, and at
the same tlme, to have increased the socioeconomic differentials in
college completion. They have been successful in getting low-income
youth into college —but have not increased their chances of getting a
degree nearly as much.”t®

These findings are among those that led the panel to emphasize
its second dimension of equal opportunity—equity in the distribution
of students among types of institutions.

Inco.ce and distribution of students among differi iy types of in-
stitutions. The effects of familv income on the distribution of stu-
dents among types of institutions is illustrated in Table 8.

Table 8. Distribution of Freshmen lintering College in 1969
among Types of Colleges. By Family-Income Group. In Percent

Two- year, colleges  Four-ye ar mll('qu U nzznxltu 5

Family income Public Private  Public  Private Public  Prie uh’

Lessthan $4,000. . . . 37% 9% 20% 17% 14% 4%

4.000-5,999. . . . . . 34 11 20 15 16 3
6,000-7,999, . . . . 9 11 20 15 18 3
8,000-9,999. . . .. .30 10 21 16 21 4
10,000-14,999 . . . ., . 26 9 J 18 24 5
15,000-19,999 . . . . . 20 8 18 19 27 i
20,000-2.4,999 . . . . . 19 8 14 23 28 9
25,000-29,999 . . . . . 13 9 12 27 28 12
More than 30,000, . . . 12 7 9 30 28 16

Note: Rows may not add up to 100 percent because of rounding,

Source: Caleulated from Nationel Norms, American Council on Sducation, 1969

10, Ibid., p. 319,
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A student from a family with income below $6,000 is twice as likely
to be enrolled in a two-year public college as a student from a family
with income between $20,000 and $25,000, and three times as likely
as a student from a family with more than $30,000 in annual in-
come,

The effects of socioeconomic status on where a student enrolls is
further documented in a United States Census report that analvzes
the same question in terms of the educational background of heads
of families with dependents in college in the academic year 1971-72.
“Among students from families whose head had completed four or
more years of college, 27 percent were attending a two-year college
in 1971, while 73 percent were enrolled in the first two years of a four-
year college. Among students whose family head had not completed
four or more years of college, 42 percent were enrolled in a two-year
college, while 58 percent were enrolled in the first two years of a four-
year college,”" :

The foregoing data have demonstrated that famiiy-income levels
continue to have a pervasive effect on opportunities for higher edu-
cation among children from all ability levels.

Inequality for Minority Students
Economic class is one source of inequality of opportunity for higher
education in America. Race persists as another fundaniental barrier.
It is well-known that the income distribution of minorities is heav-
ily skewed to the lower end of the scale. The median income for black
families in 1971 was $6,440, compared to $10,672 for the rest of the
population.”? For families of Mexican and Puerto Rican origin the
median incomes in 1972 are $7,486 and $6,185 respectively.” For Na-
tive Americans (American Indians), it is an astonishing $4,000 a
year.'! While in absolute numbers the largest proportion of poor peo-
ple in this country are from the white majority population, in rela-

11. U.S. Department of Commeree, Undergradiate Emoltment iv TwoYear and Fow-
Year Colleges, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972, Series I>-20, No.
236, p. 3.

12, U.8. Department of Commerce, The Soctal and Economie Statis of the Blael: Popuc
lation i the United States, 1971, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972,
Series .23, No. 42, p. 32.

13. U.S. Department of Commerce, Selected Characteristies of Persons of Mewtean and
Puerto Rican and Other Spanish Origin. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1972, Series P-20, No. 238, p. 8.

14. New York Times, November 12, 1972,
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tive terms it is clear that minorities are the most severely handi-
capped by inequities of income.

Minority groups suffer all the disadvantages of low-income status
as well as all the racial injustices of the society. The effects are com-
pounded. If a student from a poverty family happens also to be from
a minority background, his chances of entering and completing col-
lege are still further reduced. As an example, Table 9 indicates for
one minority group the disparities in college-going rates by income
level.

Table 9. Percent 6f Families with One or More Members
18-24 Years Old Enrolled in College Full Time.

By Income and Race. 1970
Black White

Under$3,000. . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... 11% 16%
3,000-4,999 . . . . L L L e e e e e e 20 22
5,000-7,499 . . . . ... . e e e e e e e e e e e, e . .26 30
7,500-9999 . . . L L. . L e e s s B0 33
10,000 andover. . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e 36 51
(10,002-14,999. . . . . . . . . .. ... .. 34 43
15,000 andover) . . . . . . L L. e e 39 59

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Ciorrent Popidation Reparts, Series P-23, No. 42,
p. 86

As Table 9 indicates for both blacks and whites, college enrollment
of 18-24-year-olds in 1970 tended to rise with family income. How-
ever, the rate is consistently higher for whites at each level. Among
black families with incomes under $3,000 and with a family member
18 to 24 years old, 11 percent had at least one member enrolled in
college, in comparison with 16 percent for white families in the same
group. The gap widens at higher-income levels; for families with in-
comes over $10,000 the rate of attend~nce is 36 percent for blacks
and 51 percent for whites."

This section describes the inadequacy of higher educational oppor-
tunities for minority youth. Unfortunately, the task of documenta-
tion is hampered by a paucity of consistent data relating to the edu-
cation of minority groups. The analysis below draws on available

15. The Social and Economic Status of the Black Popudation in the United States, 1971,
op. cit., p. 86.
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information for four principal minority groups—blacks (the only
minority population for which substantial, although often conflict-
ing, data have been gathered), Puerto Ricans, Chicanos (Mexican
Americans), and Native Americans (Indians). The panel recognizes

that there may be other and smaller minorities who encounter in-
equities in opportunity for higher education, but data are not avail-
able to document their plight.

Elementary and seécondary schooling. The process of exclusion
from the benefits of higher education begins with inadequate prior
schooling. A great many minority vouth miss out very early in the
game. Poor schools, racial and cultural isolation, negative attitudes
of teachers and counselors, high dropout rates —the tragedy of ele-
mentary and secondary education for minorities has been widely
documented. For minority youth the possibility of college attendance
is often extremely remote because early schooling has failed them.

Dropout rates tell much of the story. Among youth of Spanish-
speaking origin, for example, attrition is astoundingly high at the
clementary and secondary levels. A recent report of the United
States Commission on Civil Rights estimates that about 40 percent
of Mexican American (Chicano) youth in five Southwestern states do -
not complete high school compared to 14 percent of Anglo youth in_ -
the same states. The estimated dropout rate for blacks in the study
is only slightly lower than for Chicanos.' It has been estimated that
50 percent of American Indian school children drop out before com-
pleting high school.!=

Data from New York State indicate similarly wide disparities by
race. The holding power (persistence from ninth to twelfth g grade) of
public school students is only 56 and 47 percent for blacks and Span-
ish-surnamed (largely Puerto Rican) students respectively, com-
pared to 86 percent for all other students.

Recent census data and other national statistics on years of school-
ing completed by minority groups dramatize their educational handi-
caps. For example: The median level of schooling of Native Ameri-
16. U8, Commission on Civil Rights, 7he U wpinished BEducation: Owteomes JorMinoy-

ities in Fire Sonthicestern States. Mexican American Educational Series Report 11,
October 1971, p. 11,

17. Virgil A, Clift, “thgher Education of Minority Groups in the United States.” The

Jowrnal of Negro Education, V., 40, 1969, p. 292,

18. Manty Fleischmann, Chaicman, The Fleisehniann Repart on the Quality, Cost and
Financing of Elenentury and Secondary Edueution in New York State. V. 1. New York:
Viking Press, 1973,
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cans is 5 years. Persons of Spanish-speaking origin who are 35 years
old or more have a median of 8.5 vears of schooling compared with
12.0 for the rest of the population. Nineteen percent of persons of
Spanish-speaking origin 25 years and over have completed less than
5 vears of school; 5 percent of the total population have less than 5
vears of school. Thirty-three percent of the Spanish-speaking origin
group 25 and over have completed 4 years of high school, compared
to 58 percent for the total population. In 1971, 54 percent of black
men 25 to 29 vears old completed secondary school compared with 80
percent of white men. Sixty-one percent of black women in this age
group completed high school, compared with 78 percent of white
women.

College entry. The educational gaps between minority and major-
ity youth widen further at each level of the education system.
Among minority high school graduates, the number who pursue post-
secondary education is disproportionately low. According to the
Civil Rights Commission, for example, only about one in three Chi-
canos completing high school in the Southwestern states subse-
quently enter college, compared to more than one in two Anglos in
the region.” It is estimated that fewer than one in five American
Indians graduating from high school enter postsecondary education.

But the true deficit in minority college enrollments must be
gauged in terms of the college-age population. Minority college-aze
vouth are grossly underrepresented in higher education. For ex-
ample, census and other data indicate the following.

Of the college-age population, 3.7 percent are Puerto Rican and
Chicano, yet it is roughly estimated that in 1971 they represented
less than 2 percent of college enrollments,

An estimated 140,000 Chicanos were enrolled as undergraduates
in Southwestern colleges in the fall of 1971, 100,000 short of the num-
ber that would be proportionate to their representation in the col-
lege-age population of the region.

In New York City, where nearly 90 percent of the Puerto Rican
population in the continental United States are concentrated, ex-
tremely few Puerto Ricans enter institutions of higher education.
While their proportion of the college-age group in the city is not
known, 20 percent of the public school population is Puerto Rican.
Yet in 1970, among freshman day students in the City University of
New York, only 6.6 percent were Puerto Rican in the senior colleges

19, 'he Unfinished Ediceatian, op, cit,

20
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and only 7.7 percent were Puerto Rican in the junior colleges. In city
institutions other than the City University, it is estimated that
Puerto Ricans represent only 1.5 percent of enrollments.

In 1970, Native Americans accounted for only an estimated .1 per-
cent of total college enrollment in the country, as contrasted with .6
percent of the national population. (Data are not available on the
Native American’s percentage in the college-age group, but one
would expect this percentage to be still higher bezause of the low
median age of the Native American population.)

The best available estimates indicate that blacks are currently 6
to 9 percent of college enrollment, although blacks are estimated to
be 12.4 percent of 18- to 24-vear-olds and about 13.5 percent of 18-
vear-olds. And these latter proportions will increase during the next
decade.

Census figures indicate that the fraction of 18-year-olds who are
black will grow to about 16 percent in 1980 and 18 percent in 1984
(see Figure 1). .

Much publicity has been devoted in recent vears to the “great
progress” of minorities, particularly blacks, in continuing their edu-
cation beyond high school and to the new efforts of colleges in re-
cruiting disadvantaged minorities. A study by Robert Berls of the
United States Office of Education indicates that between 1963 and
1968 the percentage of nonwhite 18-year-olds graduating from high
school junmped from 36 to 63 percent. Simultaneously, the proportion
of nonwhite high school graduates entering college increased from
38 to about 46 percent. Despite these improvements, during the same
five years—a period in which black enrollment is presumed to have
doubled —the gap between the percentage of nonwhite and white

Table 10. White and Nonwhite High School Graduates
Entering College. 1963-68. In Percent

Naweliite  White Gup

1963 . . . o oL oo o .. 38.09% 45.5T% 7.48%
L - 1 X s 49.23
1965, . o L v oL L 43.38 51.67
1966 . . . . . . .. o oL oL B1AT 51.72
1967. . o o o L o o 41.86 53.06
1968 . . . . . . L0 s 46.20 56.62 10.42

Source: Adapted from Robert Berls, an unpublished paper, “Blacks and Higher Edu-
eation.” Washington, D.C.x U.S, Office of Edueation, 1971
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Figure 1. 18-Year-Olds by Race, 1965-1985
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high school graduates entering college actually widened, from 7 to
10 percent. By 1968, the proportion of non-white high school gradu-
ates entering college had just barely reached the level for whites in
1963. (Despite an abundance of data, the statistical picture of blacks
in higher education is fraught with ambiguity. There is no agreement
among data sources on the number of blacks enrolled in higher edu-
cation. Inconsistencies result from the imprecise nature of racial
designations; differences in the treatment of part-time, non-degree-
credit, and gradvate students; and differing methods of data collec-
tion and analysis. For 1968, estimates of black undergraduate enroll-
ment ranged from a low of 293,000 students to a high of 434.000.
Estimates for 1972 of the percent of black students in the college
population range from 6 percent to slightly over 9 percent. There will
be no way out of the maze of figures until systematic and direct
counts of black students are made.)

Thus in velative terms it is difficult to substantiate the ciaims of
“great progress” for blacks or other minorities in higher education
during these years. While there has apparently been some improve-
inent in high school graduation rates for minorities, and while mi-
norities seem to have shared almost disproportionately in the rise in
college entry during this period, there is no evidence of the differen-
tial increases that must occur in order to bring about a condition of
equality in opportunities for higher education among all groups.

Recent census data on the social and economic status of Puerto
Ricans in New York City indicate minimal progress in educational
attainment during the past decade. By 1970, one Puerto Rican in five
among adults over 25 had a high school diploma, in comparison with
one in eight in 1960. However, there was virtually no increase during
the decade in the percentage of Puerto Ricans over 25 who held col-
lege degrees; this figure remained steady at a meager 1 percent.?

Retention in higher education. Comparative data on college com-
pletion among blacks and whites 25 to 34 years of age actually indi-
‘ate a loss of ground and suggest that the gaps may widen further.
From 1960 to 1968, the difference increased between the percentage
of blacks and the percentage of whites in this age group who had
finished four years of college:

200 New York Times, August 29, 1971,

0.
a
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1960 1968
White. . . . . ... ... ... . ... e e e e e e e 11.7% 15.7%
Black. . . . . . . . . .. e, 4.3 6.3
Difference. . . . . . . . .. .. ... 7.4 9.4

Source: Michael J. Flax, Blacks and Whites. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute,
1971

If present trends are allowed to persist, it is estimated that the

gap will be no smaller in 1976, and by 1987 blacks would just reach.

the 1968 level of college-educated whites in the25 to 34 age group.?!

Whether such a projected lag can be averted during the next two
decades will depend not only on increased college entry of minority
students but also on their increased retention in higher education.

What little data exist suggest that minority students who enter
college persist at a rate considerably below that of majority stu-
dents. For example, estimates by the Civil Rights Commission for
the Southwestern states indicate that only one in four Chicano stu-
dents who enter higher education actually graduate, in comparison
with onein two Anglos and one in 3.5 blacks.?

Increased retention will require new curriculums and supportive
services needed by minorities (and desired by other students) once
they are in college. Later in this report the panel advances a major
recommendation addressed to these needs. But it should be noted
that retention is very closely related to the type of institution in
which a student enrolls. In general, less selective public four-year
and two-year community colleges have the highest attrition for both
majority and minority students.

Distribution of minority students within higher education. The
panel highlights once again the importance of the way in which stu-
dents are distributed among types of colleges and universities. Be-
cause low-inconie youth are far more likely to attend two-year col-
leges and other relatively inexpensive institutions, and since a
disproportionate share of low-income youth are from minorities, it
is not surprising that minority students are concentrated in low-cost
and lower-quality institutions (although low-cost and lower-quality
certainly do not always go together).

Over 25 percent of black students are enrolled in two-year colleges,

21. Michael J. Flax. Blacks and Whites. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1971,
p. 10.

22. The Unfinished Education, op. cit.
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and the trend seems to be upward as an increasing number of black
youth have little choice but to enroll in nearby low-cost or tuition-
free community colleges, usually located in urban centers where ex-
pansion of these institutions has been and will continue to be con-
centrated.

In a recent study by the College Entrance Examination Board of
Mexican American access to higher education in the Southwest, it
was found that while Mexican American enrollment is increasing
each year, the bulk of the growth is taking place in the community
colleges. Currently, 90 percent of all Mexican American students
attending collegein the Southwest are enrolled in public institutions,
and more than twice as many attend community colleges as state
colleges and universities.>

Sinmilarly, Native American students in higher education are more
likely to be in two-year colleges than are other students, and the data
show that their rate of persistence depends greatly upon the type of
institution attended. Native Americans who enroll in two-year col-
leges have between a 4 and 14 percent chance of obtaining a bachelor
of arts degree in comparison with about a 25 percent chance for other
students. Native Americaris attending four-year institutions persist
at nearly the same rate as majority students.?!

While enrollment patterns for minority students are often con-
sidered to be a function of lower measured ability or achievement,
there is evidence that an unusually high percentage of high-achiev-
ing blacks are enrolled in two-year colleges. Table 11 compares, for
different levels of high school academic achievement, the percentage
of male blacks and whites who continued their education at different
types of institutions.

Male black students at the top achievement level are nearly three
times as likely to attend a two-ear college as a male white student
at the same achievement level. Conversely, the highest achieving
white males are almost twice as likely to enroll in a university asthe
highest achieving tlacks. Moreover, despite great claims that mi-
nority enrollments are lowering standards at institutions of higher
education, these data indicate that low-achieving whites are nearly
three times as likely to be enrolled in universities as are lowest-
achieving blacks.

23. College Entrance Examination Boa“d, Access to College for Merican Awmericans
in the Southieest. New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1972, p. 9.

24, Testimony of Frank Newman beforc the House Special Subcommittee on Educa-
tion, April 1971.




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Inequahity ot Edweational Opportient g Eflects ot Povertyand Minority Statos

Table 1 1. Distribution of Male Students Among Types
of Institutions. By High School Grade Averages. 1970. In Percent

Pereent errolled in
tomr -year colleyes
Percent - ST m Tm s s s s Pervcent
Arcrage  emolled in Predominantly Predominantly curvolled in
byl tiwo-gear colleges  achite blaeck wiversities
sehaol
grade Blaecls  Whites  Blacks  Whites  Blaecks Whitex Blucks  Whites

AorA+ 10% 1% 12% 40% 46% 09% 33% %
B+, .. 24 12 25 43 24 13 27

B ... 16 24 19 40 44 18 19

C+. .. 28 44 18 33 41 .28 14

c .. 42 oY 16 26 34 .29 8

D... 54 66 21 21 21 47 H 14

Note: Rows may not add up to 100 percent because of vounding.

Source: Adapted from American Council on Education Netional Norms for Entering
College Fresloen, Fall 1970

The growth of community colleges is undoubtedly helping to ex-
pand opportunity for minority students in many parts of the country,
but the panel believes that the kind of opportunity made available
by these institutions and the quality of the educational experience
they offer must be considered very carefully and realistically. One
writer has recently suggested that community eolleges may be
emerging as the new “slums of higher edueation”: “. .. available na-
tional evidence suggests a continuing, perhaps worsening, pattern
of socio-economic and racial segregation between public two-year
and four-vear institutions of higher educ:ation. In urban areas, it is
not uncommon for three-quarters of the students to live within a
few miles of the college, so that the segregation that afflicts them at
home pervades their education as well. For many students, changes
in environment produce changes in academic achievement, and some
evidence suggests that the impact of a learning environment in-
creases as it approaches being a total institution. But community
college students must study while living at home, and in many cases
they are unable to escape the atmosphere that originally contributed
to their academic difficulties.””

25, Thomas Corcoran, *I'he Coming Slums of Higher Education.” Change, September
1972, V.4, No. 7. p. 32,
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The panel is fuirther concerned about the patterns of minority en-
rollment in two-year colleges. A study by Elias Blake Jr., President,
Institute for Services to Education, warns that a number of minority
students in two-year colleges are being “programmed for failure”
through enrollment on a non-degree-crédit and often part-time ba-
sis. “A major question” says Blake ‘s whether too many Black
vouth are being directed into such terminal programs when the need
is for prog ams giving the option for transier to a four-year col-
legre, 26

Blake presents data from the Los Angeles Community College Dis-
trict showing that the more blacks and Chicanos in a given institu-
tion, the heavier the enrollment in non-degree-credit work. At Los
Angeles Tech Community College, for example, with 70 percent mi-
nority students, non-degree-credit enroliment is nearly 60 percent;
Los Angeles Valley Community College, on the other hand, with 12
percent minority students, has only 20 percent non-degree-credit
enrollment. There is also evidence that the proportion of part-time
enrollees rises with increased minority representation. According to
Blake, “It could well be that a substantial portion of the so-called
increased enrollment of Blacks in higher education are part-time stu-
dents, in non-degree credit work with substantial financial problems
and married with families. .. . They need to be almost superhuman
to survive all the obstacles and gain college degrees or their voca-
tional goals.”?*

Like Blake, the panel is concerned that these patterns of enroll-
ment of minority students in terminal and part-time programs are
not simply a function of voluntary choice by students but may in-
stead result from a “programming” or conscious tracking of minority
students within the educational system.

While a full statistical profile of minority groups in higher educa-
tion cannot be assembled from available sources, the data presented
here are sufficient to demonstrate that minority students do not

" have college opportunities equal to those of majority students.

Equal opportunity demands, as the panel has noted earlier, equal
access for minorities or parity of enrollment. Such parity will be
achieved only when minority students of college age enroll in higher

26. Ehas Blake Jr., Unpublished paper delivered before National Policy Conferetee on
Higgher Education for Black Americans: Issues in Achieving More Than Just Equal
Opportunity, April 1972,

27. Ibid.
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education at the same rate as similar age majority students. In the
case of blacks, at least a doubling of their undergraduate enrollment
is called for in order to match the proportion of blacks in the college-
age group. But access alone is not sufficient; equal opportunity also
demands equalization in the distribution of minority and majority
students among types of colleges and universities, and among types
of programs. Simultaneous progress along both dimensions is essen-
tial to the goal of equal opportunity for higher education.

28



Federal Policy and Low-Income Students

Fundamental to the achievement of equal opportunity is the elimi-
nationof financial barriers to higher education for poor and minority
youth. Federal higher education policy is still failing to meet this
goal or to meet its own equal opportunity objectives.

The reasons for the failure of federal policy to correct the inequi-
ties in opportunity for higher education are many and complex.
Some, however, can be isolated. Historically, the objectives of federal
aid to higher education have been: to increase the number, propor-
tion, and quality of the educated within society; to increase the ad-
vanced knowledge accessible to the society; to meet the society’s
needs for highly skilled manpower that can support technological
progress; and to increase equality of opportunity for higher educa-
tion among members of the society.

Most of these objectives emerged to meet urgent needs of socicty,
and gradually specific programs were developed to serve them. But
the pace of change continues to accelerate, and society calls for new
programs and new actions to meet today’s objectives. Old programs
are maintained after their purpose has been served.

The primary objective of equality of opportunity was embodied in
legislation during the middle and late 1960s. This legislation in-
cluded programs to ease the financial burden of higher education for
students and families, to develop institutions enrolling substantial
numbers of the poor, and to train personnel whe teach and work
with the poor.

Since this commitment of the sixties, there has been a growing re-
luctance on the part of the government and some segments of the
general public to continue the focus and support (however inade-
quate) of programs specifically designed to meet equal opportunity
objectives.

Distribution of federal higher education subsidies. Existing pro-
grams aimed at objectives other than “equal opportunity” may, in
fact, inhibit the achievement of equal opportunity goals. This can be
demonstrated, for example, by the current pattern of federal subsi-
dies to higher education that on the average tends to give far greater
support to higher-income students because of their high enrollment
in institutions receiving large shares of federal subsidies.

The patterns of federal subsidy that result from current federal

20
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higher education programs are described in a paper by David S.
Mundel prepared for the Joint Economic Committee of Congress.*s

In summary, the paper clearly indicates some of the major effects
of current subsidy patterns on differing types of institutions and
consequently on students from families of differing income le. . ls.
Although the data are for the academie year 1966-67, they do pro-
vide a reasonably accurate description of federal subsidy patterns
in subsequent years.

In 1966-67, over $3 billion in federal funds was given to higher edu-
-ation institutions through direct appropriations, government spon-
sorship of education programs, and through government-sponsored
research.

Mundel presents data demonstrating that these funds are ex-
tremely unevenly distributed among different types of institutions.
The lion’s share is going to large universities, both public and pri-
vate, with considerably less to four-year colleges (both public and
private) and relatively little to the two-year colleges. These latter
two groups of institutions, which enroll high percentages of poor and
minority students, continue to receive inordinately small shares of
all funds no matter which federal program is examined.

When per student expenditures are analyzed, Mundel finds that
the result again favors large universities and colleges. In funds for
academic research, for instance, private universities received in
1966-67 an average of $1,524 per student, four-year private colleges
$343, and two-year colleges only $56 per student. Removing from
consideration that portion of research funds which does not relate to
instructional programs, the effect of the subsidies on differing types
of institutions is still starkly evident. Private universities receive
approximately $534 per student, while four-year colleges get $97 and
two-year colleges only $46. For public institutions, the range is simi-
lar; universities receive $338, four-yvear colleges $159, and two-year
colleges $51.

A comparison of such data with the family-income di:.tribution of
students among types of institutions dramatizes the regressive pat-
terns of support resulting from current federal programs directed at
institutions. Depending on what federal subsidies are included in the

28, David 8. Mundel, *Federal Aid to Higher lducation: An Analysis of Federal Sub-
sidies to Undergraduate Education,” p. 444 in The Joint Economie Committee, The
Econonies of Federal Subsidy Programs. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, 1972,
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analysis, students in two-yeal public institutions, 60.4 percent of
whom have family incomes below $10,000, receive from 2 to 33 per-
cent of the annual subsidies received by students in private uni-
versities, 70.4 percent of whom are from families with incomes in ex-
cess of $10,000. Table 12 prasents estimates of the average annual
subsidies per student by income level,

Table 12. Annual Higher Education Subsidies Resulting
from Federal Institution-Oriented Programs.
By Income. In Dollars Per Student

Dollars
Family income perstudent
Lessthan$4,000. . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... . ... ... $165
4,000-6,000. . . .. L e e e e e e e 172
6,000-8,000. . . . . . L e e e e e e e e 179
8,000-10,000 . . . . . ... e e e e e 190
10,000-15,000 . . . . . .. e e e e 205
15,000-20,000 . . . . L. e e e e e e e 218
20,000-25,000 . . . .. L L e e e e 236
25,000-30,000 . . ... L e . 241
More than 30,000 . . . . . . . . . . . .. . v 261

Source: David S, Mundel, op. ¢it.

The subsidy pattern is clearly regressive. At the extreme income
ievels, for example, a student whose family’s income is more than
$30,900 receives 58 percent more subsidy than the student from a
famiiy with a $3,000 income.

Three federal student aid programs. Total direct federal subsidies
to undergraduate students amounted to approximately $2.3 billion
in 1970-71 and will reach an estimated $3.1 billion in 1972-73. How-
ever, more than two-thirds of these amounts are accounted for by
Veterans Educational Benefits under the G.1. Bill and social security
payments for education, both of which subsidize students as a mat-
terof right without regurd to income level or financial need.

The only federal higher education programs that are, in fact, pro-
gressive, because they are based on need, are the three principal stu-
dent aid programs administered by the United States Office of Edu-
cation: Educational Opportunity Grant Program (:0G), National
Defense Student Loan Program (NDSL), and College Work-Study
Program (Cws). (The Guaranteed Student Loan Program |GsL)| is
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still another major student assistance effort, and while it aids Sigz-
nificant numbers of students from lower-income families, it is de-
signed primarily to erase the burden of college costs for higher-in-
conme families.) Substantial federal funds are also provided students
through the Veterans Administration and the Social Security
Agency. This discussion will focus on the three basic programs ad-
ministered by the U.S. Office of Education, not only because funds
through these programs are more evenly distributed among colleges
and students, but also because in each of these programs “financial
need” is a criterion for student eligibility.

Table 13 indic:.tes the effects of these programs on students from
various income categories. It should be noced that the table indi-
cates average federal funds, distributed over all enrolled under-
graduates in each income bracket, and not the amount of financial
aid actually received by individual students.

Table 13. Distribution of Student Aid Funds Disbursed by
Academic Institutions, 1966-67. In Dollars Per Student

Private institutions Publicinstitutions

Family income  Universities  §-year 2100 Universities  Jeygear  2-year
Less than

$4,000 . . . . $344 $275 $167 $372 $263
4,000-6,000 . . 304 237 139 206 201
6,000-8,000 . . 251 186 102 194 117
8,000-10.000. . 200 138 66 99 41
10,000-15,000 . 82 26 0.3 — —_

It is clear that the student aid funds from these programs are
more focused on lower-income students than other federal higher
education funding.

But how effective are these programs in lowering the financial bar-
riers to higher education for the neediest of students? Assuredly,
they have helped thousands of low-income and niinority students to
fulfill their expectations for higher education and to stay in college
and graduate.

FFor poor and minority students, however, econoniic obstacles con-
tinue to hinder opportunity and frustrate aspirations for higher edu-
cation. The programs have not substantially removed these ob-
stacles or achieved equal opportunity objectives.




If the programs were funded and operated effectively, the results
should be evidenced in a narrowing of gaps in enrollment rates by
income level. On the basis of available data, however, it appears that
no such progress has taken place. An analysis of recent United
States census data, for example, suggests that between 1967 and
1970 there was little or no change in enroliment rates of students
from different income quarters; in fact, the gaps widened slightly
for students in the lowest-inco.ne quarter.

Table 14. Enrollment of 18- to 24-Year-Olds in ngher Education.
1966 and 1970. By Income. In Percent

Dieome quartors

Bottom 2 . - Top
1967. . . . . ..o o 21.7% 32, 7% 45.2%  5R.2G
1970 19.6 33.1 44.6 H9.9

Socree: Adapted from U.S. Bureau of the Census. Curreat Popadation Reports.
Serias I-20, Numbers 180 and 222

The potential of these programs for greater impact has been di-
minished by: inadequate and uncertain levels of funding; inequita-
ble distribution of funds to students caused by the state and in-
stitutional allotment procedures that are either inherent in the
authorizing legislation or built into administrative regulations gov-
erning the programs; and the practices of colleges and universities
administering the funds.

Inadequate and uncertain levels of funding. When Congress passed
the Higher Education Act of 1965, it recognized the needs of two
new groups of students: those from middle- and upper-income fami-
lies; ard those with “exceptional financial need.” The Guaranteed
Student Loan Program (GSL) was directed to the first group to pro-
vide them with an easier and more convenient way of financing edu-
cational costs. The Educational Opportunity Grant Program (E0G)
was to provide funds to exceptionally needy undergraduate students
to enroll in hi;rher education “who for lack of financial means would
be unable to obtain such benefits without such aid.” These additions
to the existing National Defense Student Loan Program (NDSL) and
College Work-Study Program (CWS) promised to create a comprehen-
sive federal student assistance effort. The E0G Program, together
with new assiscance for talent search (Title IV-408) and aid for “de-
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veloping institutions” (Title III) contained in the Act, all seemed to
represent a new national commitment to equal opportunity objec-
tives. Since 1966, however, appropriations and resulting expendi-
tures for NDSL, CWS, and in particular EOG, suggest that the commit-
ment was not sustained.

Of the three programs, EOG is the most egregious example of un-
derfunding, not only when compared to its authorized levels of ex-
penditure, but especially when compared to the great financial need
of the students it was designed to assist. In 1966, the first vearof the
EOG Program, $50 million was appropriated —enough to aid 123,000
students with initial awards. (During the first year of the progr am,
all students were considered initial-year recipients.) Funding gradu-
ally increased until 1968 when grants were provided to some 146,000
entering students. By 1970, however, the program was reduced to a
level lower than during its first year, providing initial awards to
only 101,000 students. These reductions in the program take on
added significance when viewed against rapidly rising enrollments
and college costs during these years (see Figure 2). The pattern of
EOG expenditures is illustrated in Table 15.

Table 15. Numbers of Students Receiving EOG Awards. By Year

Dotial year 1966 1967 1968 196Y 1970 1971
Awards . . . ., 123,165 137,791 146,858 100,200 101,800 120,500*
Renewals . . . . —-0- 69,264 111,317 180,400 188,400 176,000*
*Estunated

Source: Rurearcof Higher Edueation Faetbook. Washigton, D.C.: U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, 1971

Renewals, or awards to continuing students, increased as each suc-
ceeding undergraduate class was aided. As required by law, renew-
als must be met from available funds before any initial awards can
be made. Thus while the rising number of renewals is an encourag-
ing sign that the EOG Program has contributed to the retention of
low-income students in higher education, it has also meant that the
program contributed increasingly less to their initial enrollment in
higher education, since relatively fewer entering stuaents could be
aided with first-year awards.

The need for initial year awards (as estimated by colleges partici-
pating in the program) has consistently exceeded—and by a widen-
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Figure 2. Educational Opportunity Grant Program
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Washington, DLC.x U8, Office of Edueation, 1971
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ing margin in recent years—the funds available by Congressional
appropriation. For example, even after Congress voted a $45 million
supplemental appropriation for EOG last spring to help cover the
severe shortage that was projected for 1972-73, only $78 million is
available for first-vear EOG grants during the current academic
year, compared to $215 million in institutional requests approved by
U.S. Office of Education Regional Review Panels. Funds for 1972-73
are sufficient to aid only 128,000 initial-year recipients or 32 percent
of panel-approved requests.

* The dearth of funds for initial awards takes on an added dimension
when one considers that the legislation creating the program stipu-
lated that, as a condition of institutioral participation, colleges and
universities actively search for and make tentative commitments of
grants to exceptionally needy students during their early high school
years. Such commitments can hardly be made or new students re-
cruited when available funds cannot meet the needs of enrolling stu-
dents. )

The current levels of funding and the uncertainty that students
(as well as colleges) have about the availability of funds have made
this program another one that raises hopes only to frustrate them.
The panel.believes that early and certain knowledge of available
funds is essential to any program that seeks to maxiinize the en-
rollment of low-income students. Certainty of the availability of
funds is necessary, and their amount and kind. Such assurances
would raise college aspiration levels of students and their motiva-
tion to complete high school.

While NDSL is the largest and best funded of the three programs, it
too has suffered greatly from inadequate appropriations. NDSL. mon-
eyvs have consistently fallen short of authorized funding levels and
the needs of students. Only twice in its 13-year history has NDSIL been
fully funded. Since 1965, appropriations for NDSI, have ranged from
70 to 85 percent of authorized expenditures, and about the same per-
centage of institutional requests for funds have been approved by
regional panels. .

Inadequate funding of this program denies to needy students (and
particularly minority students) their principal opportunity for ob-
taining loans, since these are the students who experience continu-
ing difficulty in borrowing from the private lending agencies that ad-
ninister the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. Nearly 80 percent
of NDSL funds are received by students from families with incomes
less than $9,000. They and their families are typically not customers




of private lending institutions and are often considered by them to
be “high risk” borrowers.

Sinee 1969, there have been only insignificant increases in the
numbers of students assisted by College Work-Study. Higher college
costs and increased wage levels have tended to absorb the modest
rise in CWS appropriations each vear. Over the last several vears,
expenditures for this program, as well as for NDSI., have been essen-
tially “flat,” whereas enrollment has increased in higher education.
This is illustrated in Figures 3 and 4.

The underfunding of the three programs—EOG, CWS, NDSL~—is
summarized in Table 16, which indicates the percentage of approved
institutional requests that could be met with available funds in the
academic years 1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73.

Under all three programs available resources increasingly fall
short of student needs. Again, the most seriously underfunded is
EOG, the program most specifically directed to lower-income stu-
dents; appropriations are adequate to meet slightly less than one-
third of need in the academic vear 1972-73, compared to three-
fourths of need in 1970-71.

The panel believes that these fluctuations in available funds can
only be avoided if programs to aid needy students are not dependent
on annual appropriations with uncertain levels of funding.

Funding problems clearly weaken existing programs designed to
remove financial barriers to higher education for the poor. But even
adequate funding would not make these programs effective or equi-
table because of inherent problems in procedures for allocating
funds to states, institutions, and students.

State allotments. Current state allotment formulas create a signifi-
cant barrier to an equitable federal student aid system. The signifi-
cance of this barrier can be illustrated by examining the effect the
application of the formulas has on fund distribution and the conse-
quent lack of availability of moneys to lower-income youth attending
college. First, it is necessary to describe briefly the statutory allot-
ment formulas.

The allotment to the states of NDSL and initial-year EOG funds
takes place under identical formulas. Each state receives an amnount
or share of available funds in direct proportion to the number of full-
time students enrolled in higher education in the state.

For NDsL, the allotment formula only affects newly appropriated
NDSL capital contributions and not the repayments from previous
borrowers (these are collected and placed in a loan revolving fund by
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Figure 3. National Defense Student Loan Program

(In thousands) 1965 1966 1967 1971
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Sources Bureau of Higher Education, Facthook. Washington, D.C.: U.S, Office of Education, 1071

National Center for Educational Statisties, P'rojections of Edueational Statistics to 1950.81.
Washington. D.C.: U.S, Office of Education, 1971
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Figure 4. College Work-Study Program
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each institution). Therefore states in which institutions have larger
collections because they hav » participated longer in the NDsL Pro-
gram or have received larger capital contributions will have larger
loan programs than will institutions in states that have only re-
cently joined the program or states that are just joining. Although
the institution’s request for federal capital contributions represents
the difference between the desired level of its lending program and
the repayments it expects, the existence of contributions from these
collections means that if funds are constrained, states in which in-
stitutions are new to the program would tend to fall proportionately
further below their desired program levels than would states in
which institutions have older, more established programs.

College Work-Study funds are allotted among the states on the
basis of a three-part formula: one-third on the same basis as initial
vear EOG awards and NDSL capital contributions; one-third on the
basis of each state’s share of the nation’s high school graduates;
one-third on the basis of each state’s share of 18-vear-old children
living in families whose annual incomes are less than $3,000.

The distribution of funds among states resulting from these allot-
ment formulas is given in Table 17.

Clearly, Table 17 illustrates that a student’s chances of receiving
financial aid under any one of the three programs is dependent on
where he lives or where he goes to college. Thus the programs do not
treat students in a given income class equitably across state lines
and constrain society’s ability to achieve equality of opportunity.

The panel believes that each,of the formulasis inequitable because
2ach has little, if any, relationship to either concentrations of low-
income high school graduates or their college enrollment. This in-
equity may be as great as four to one across the states. Efficient and
appropriate national student aid programs should be designed to
achieve horizontal equity —equal subsidies—among classes of aided
students. Current state allotment formulas obstruct this objective.

Iustitutional allotments. After state allotments are made, funds
are distributed among colleges and universities within the state.
There are still further inequities apparent in this second distribu-
tion of funds.

Colleges and universities submit their requests for funds for each
program to regional panels that then review and verify the reason-
ableness of each institution’s stated need. Because the income dis-
tribution of students varies widely by institution, and some institu-
tions are more effective in establishing “need” and maximizing their
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Table 17. Effects of State Allotment Formulas
under Federal Student Aid Programs. In Percent

College

Stuale NDsLifvitial VoG Work-Study

i Alabama . .. . . ... L . L5% 2.5%
Alaska . . . . . .. ... .. .. B ( 1 .1
Arvizona. . . . . ... ... ... B X (] 9
Arkansas. . . . . ... ... .. B ¢ 1.4
California. . . . . . .. ... .. A [ X 8.4
Colorado . . . . . . .. . ... ...... . 1.5 1.1
Connecticut. . . . . . . . ... ....... 1.3 1.1
Delaware. . . . . . .. ... .. e .2 2
District of Columbia. . . . . . . . .. ... . .8 B
Florida . . . . . .. .. ... ..... 2.7 2.8
Georgia. . . . . .. ... .... A W 2.8
Hawait . . .. ... ... .. .. e A4 w3
Idaho. . . .. . .. . ... ... ... ... 4 A
Ihinois . . . . . .. .. ... .... 5.0 4.5
Indiana. . ., .., . ...... 2.6 2.3
Towa . . . .. ... ....... 1.8 1.7
Kansas . . ... .. ....... 1.4 1.2
Kentucky . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... 1.4 2.1
Louisiana. . . . . . .. . .. .. 1.7 2.4
Maine. . . .. .. ... ... ....... A )
Maryland. . . . . . .. ... .. ...... 1.5 1.5
Massachusetts . . . . . . ... ..., .... 3.7 2.6
Michigan . . . .. . .. ... .. ...... 4.4 4.0
Minnesota . . . . ... .. ......... 2.2 2.0
Mississippi . . . . . . ... ... .. N 2.1

TUOMISSOUFE . L. 2.3 2.3

Montana . . . . . . ... . ... ...... “d 4
Nebraska. . . . . ... ... L. .9 .8
Nevada. . . . . . ... . L .2 2
New Hampshire. . . .. . . . .. ... R 3
Newdersey . . . .. ... .. ... .... 1.8 2.2
NewMexico. . . .. .. ... ... ..... .6 0
NewYork. .. ... ..... e e e e e 8.3 7.2
NorthCarolina . . . . . ... .. ...... 2.4 3.5
NorthDakota. . . . .. ... .. ... .. D )
Ohio . . . .. . ... ... .. ... ... 1.7 4.5
Oklahoma. . . ., . . .. ... .. .. .... 1.6 1.5
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College

State NDstfluitial KOG Wooke-Study
Oregon . . . . . . . .. .. ... ...... 14 1.0
Pennsylvania. . . . . . .. ... . ... .. 50 5.2
Rhodelsland . . . . . . .. .. ... .... & B
SouthCarolina . . . .. .. ... ...... 9 1.9
SouthDakota. . . ... .. ......... 5 B
Tennessee. . . . . ... .. ... .. .... 19 2.6
Texas. . . .. ... .. .. ......... 51 6.1
Utah . . . . . . .. .. ... .10 .6
Vermont . .., .. .. .. ... ...... .3 3
Virginia. . . . . . ... L. ... LT 2.4
Washington. . . . . .. .. ... ...... 20 1.5
WestVirginia . . . . .. .. ... ...... 9 1.2
Wisconsin. . . . . ... ... ........ 25 2.2
Wyoming . . ... ... ........... =2 2

Sources: National Center forr Educational Statistics, Opening Fuall Esoollment. Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1969, Part A —Sum-
mary Data, Table 3 (college enrollment)

National Center for Educational Statistics, Digest of Educational Statistics. Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. 1969, Table 65 (lngh
school graduates)

1959 estimates of childven under 18 in familics with incomes fess than $3,000. (A)-
though outdated, these are the estimates still used by the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare.)

participation (i.e., their “grantsmanship” is superior), the system
of institutional allotments does not insure equal treatment of stu-
dents from equal economic circumstances. Some institutions are
more generously funded than others, and not necessarily in relation
to their number of low-income students.

A simple example using two institutions illustrates this result:

Percent of request
aeconuted for
by students
Jrom families
Awmowntof  cithincomes
Institution reques! less than $8 000

A......................$l()(),0()0 80%
B..........,.............100,000 20

Institution A would not receive sufficient funds to meet the legiti-
mate need of its students from families with incomes under $8,000,
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while Institution B would have sufficient funds to aid all of its stu-
dents from this category and resources left over for its less needy
students,

During the past two years, the U.S. Department of Health, Educa-

tion and Welfare has attempted to implement a modification of insti-
tutional allotment procedures under which funds for EOG and CWS
can be targeted more directly toward lower-income students. One
component of the system is a federally instituted guideline that di-
rects the panels that allocate state allotments among nsiitutiors to
give CWS and initial-year EOG funds preferentially to institutions
with substantial numbers of low-income students with measured
“inancial need.”
The shortages of EOG funds for initial-year awards and CWS mon-
eys have greatly limited the possible impact of the new guideline. In
addition, the guidelime-applied to only 20 pe:. :nt of funds available
for initial-year EOG awards and CWS. The pane. supported this guide-
line change at the time it was proposed as a small but nevertheless
significant step toward fulfilling the intent of the legislation creat-
ing EOG and CWs,

However, because of the restric.. d effect of this change, institu-
tional allotment procedures rem-aia an obstruction to equitable and
efficient student aid programs. In fact, the procedures have system-
atically excluded thousands of low-income students from partici-
pating in these programs and hence, in many cases, from enrolling
in higher education.

Low-income students have less access to nonfederal sources of
financial assistance than middle- and upper-income students. Their
dependence, therefore, on federal sources of aid is markedly greater,
The panel believes that institutional allotments, like state allot-
ments, should not be incorporated in future national programs of
student assistance. Only by focusing scarce federal resources on the
lowest-income stndents can equal opportunity in higher education
be achieved.

To the 1nequities inherent in the allotment procedures, both te
states and institutions, must be added still another source of in-
equity for the poor—the way institutions award financial aid to stu-
dents.

Institutional aid practices. In 1967, George Schlekat reported find-
ings of a study based on information colleges supplied the College
Scholarship Service on 19,000 financial applicants for the academic
vear 1965-66.2 The results of that survey indicated that “lower-
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class” applicants were treated better in some ways as a resuit of
their poverty, but in other ways “upper-class” students were fa-
vored. This was manifest not by the amount of aid received by the
groups, but rather by the kind of aid. More afluent students were
far more likely to receive larger proportions of “grant aid,” and
lower-income students were more likely to receive large fractions of
their aid in the form of loans and work.

Schlekat stated that “the lower-class aid recipient was thus ex-
pected to mortgage his future more heavily and devote more free
time in college to'employment than the upper-class recipient, who
was more likely to graduate with little or no indebtedness.” The
study found that 45 percent of all awards made to more affluent stu-
dents were totally grants, while only 25 percent of the awards made
to low-incomne students were grants. “The frequency of grant awards
decreases in every step as social class moves from upper to lower.”

Schlekat’s findings were reconfirmed recently in a similar study
conducted for the cSs Panel on Student Financial Need Analysis
during 1969-71.%' This study sought to determine the relationships
between student attributes and the financial aid practices of institu-
tions. While the study did not specifically focus on aid provided
through federally supported programs, such funds undoubtedly
formed a substantial portion of the student assistance program ad-
ministered by colleges within the study.

The 86 colleges providing detailed institutional data enrolled ap-
proximately a half million undergraduates—or about 10 percent of
the nation’s undergraduate enrollment—and adininistered in excess
of $193 million in student assistance. Like Schlekat’s earlier find-
ings, the mote recent study found that students from more affluent
families attended higher-cost institutions, and because measured
need is determined in relation to costs, they received as much aid as
lower-income students attending lower-cost institutions. Other ma-
jor findings were: High need was only weakly associated with in-
creases in the grant share of the package and sometimes negatively
correlated with the grant share, The greater the student’s need, the
smaller the proporiion met by colleges and outside sources. In pri-

29. George Schlekat, “Do Financial Aid Programs Have a Social Conscience?” College
Board Review, No. 69, Fall 1968, pp. 15-20.
30. Thid.

31. Draft Report of Panel on Student Financial Need Analysis (the Cartter Panel),
February 1971,
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vate colleges, the proportion of financial need “met” fell by 3 percent
for every $100 of additional need. In private institutions, the average
effect of having need of $1,000 reduced the student’s probability of
admission by 7 percent. (Costs of private institutions made the im-
pact of this effect even greater.) In public institutions, the average
effect of similar need reduced the probability of admission by 11 per-
cent (adjusted to take into account the effects of admissions policies
at public institutions for out-of-state students). The students most
likely to be excluded from higher education by inadequacies of aid
are those with the greatest need.

Thus not only does high need affect the allocation and form of fi-
nancial aid, but also one’s probability of admission in the first place.
It is a commonly hzld notion that, because of new recruitment efforts
aimed at the disadvantaged, it is easier for poor minority students to
be admitted to colleges and universities. The same CSs study, how-
ever, challenges this assumption: “The race of the applicants was
available for seven of the private colleges and in the six cases where
being black improved the probability of admission (generally by
about 25 percent), the negative effect of extra financial need was
strong and significant. . . . This directly refutes the popular impres-
sion that giving preference to blacks results in a net preference for
low-income students....”*

Rather than finding a preference for low-income students, the Css
Panel on Student Financial Need Analysis found that the neediest
of students were bypassed after admission in order tospread limited
resources among the greatest number of students. The following
illustration is offered in The Possible Dream, which is based on the
css Panel’s final report. “For example, suppose a financial aid officer
has $2,000 of aid available, and he has narrowed the competition to
four students. One student needs the full $2,000; another needs
$1,000; and the remaining two need $500 each. The aid officer must
decide whether to assist the neadiest applicant or use the same
amount of money to assist three applicants. He is most likely to as-
sist the three and reject the one, and for compelling reasons. In the
first place, the needs of all four students have been documented and
none of them can afford to enroll without the designated amount of
aid. Should one studert be turned away—or three? Another factor
the aid officer is certain to consider is the college’s operating budget.
Assume that the $2,000 equals the minimum student expense budget

32, 1bid.
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for a year. The neediest student and his family cannot afford to make
contributions toward college costs. The other three students and
their parents can, and altogether they will contribute another
$4,000, tripling the $2,000 seed money and inereasing the amount
flowing into the operating budget through tuition and fees. That
settles it. The three applicants with lesser needs will share the avail-
able aid, and the fourth will be turned away. He will et no assist-
ance precigely because he needs more assistance. And, there it is: the
dollar barrier.,..”

For the student with the highest need who was turned away by the
financial aid officer, this denial of assistance is tantamount to a de-
nial of access. As the €SS Panel states, “This example nmay be over-
simplified, but it does expose as a myth the belief that all aic is
awarded on the basis of relative need.”

Some of the effects of institutional aid practices are .reflected in
Table 18. If institutions were awarding aid to students in close rela-
tion to their degree of need, it is reasonable to presunie that parental
support per student would approximate the contributions called for
by accepted national systems of need de*ermination.

In fact, at lowest-income levels, parents on the average contribute
substantially more than is “expected” under the College Scholarship
Service need analysis system; above the $6,000 level, the reverse is
true: parents contribute substantially less than a systematic deter-
mination of “ability to pay” would indicate. Of course, there are a
number of complex factors that produce these results, including the
distribution of enrollment among states and institutions and the
general patterns of financing higher education,_but clearly an im-
portant variable is the way in which institutions award aid to stu-
dents.

Scarce resources, to be sure, account for many.of the institutional
aid patterns described here. But the ¢ss study also found that the
“measured ability” of students is a primary factor. High measured
ability has a positive effect on financial aid awards, and in particular
on the grant aid receiv *d by students. Institutions have long tried to
bet their own moneys on “winners.” There can be no quarrel with
this praetiee —if an institution is using its own funds to serve its own
purposes. On the other hand, there can be no justification for an in-
stitution using federal funds from federal programs - where “meas-

33, College Entrance Examination Boarvd, The Possible Dream. Now Yorks College
Entranee Examination Board, 1971, p. 2.
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Table 18. Comparison of CSS Parents’ Contribution and
Reported Parents’ Support. 1966-67. By Income Levels

Average

purents’ CS8S

support purents’
Famidy income perstudent*  contribitiont

$2,000 . . . .. ..o Lo oL 839 $ 0
4,000. . ... ... o000 300 110
6000. ... ... .. ... ..., 625 530
000 . . . . . .. ... Lo Lo T00 950
10,0600 . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... 800 1,350
12000 . . . . . .. L. oo oo 900 1,730
14000 . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 1,000 2,110
16000. . . . . . ... .. ... ........0L100 2,520
18000 . . . . . . ... .. ... ... 122 3,070
20,000 . . ... .. .. ... 1,32 3,600

* Parents’ support reported in SCOPE survey, as reported in David S. Mundel and
Sally Zeckhauser, “Who Pays the Higher Education Bill?” (unpublished manuscript,
May 1971). Social security contributions made on behalf of a dependent solely because
of college attendance were subtracted from support reported in SCOPE data, to yield
the figure which appears in column. Figure represents average per full-time equiva-
lent student. rounded to nearest $25.

* Based on parents’ contribution for two-child family. College Entrance Examination
Board, Moywual for Financid Aid Officers. N.Y.: College Entrance Examination
Board, 1967. Table A

ured ability” is not a criterion for the receipt of an award but only
“enroliment in good standing” —to serve institutional purpose rather
than social purpose.

There is considerable confusion between these two purposes, in-
stitutional and social, largely because the federal funds (under NDSL,
EOG, CWS) that institutions receive for distribution to students must
in each case be matched in varying proportions by institutional
funds. The effect of the mmatching requirements is to blunt the social
purpose that federal funds are designed to serve.

Summary

It is often maintained that adequate funding of existing federal pro-
grams would achieve equal opportunity objectives. However, it has
been demonstrated that substantial federal higher education sub-
sidies directed to institutions have only a limited impact on further-
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ing these objectives. Only if subsidies are redirected to focus on
those institutions enrolling substantial numbers of the poor —two-
year colleges, low-cost four-year public and private institutions, and
black colleges— could these programs aid in achieving equal oppor-
tunity. ’

Moreover, those federal programs expressly designed to provide
assistance to needy students have been shown to contain so many
operating defects as to confound their purpose and hinder their
effectiveness. Fuller funding is desirable but does not alone answer
the problen.

From an understanding of these deficiencies in current federal
policy, the panel recommends a new national program of student
assistance.
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Equality of opportunity should be the transcendent objective of na-
tional higher education policy.

The major impact of higher education on an individual’s chance
for social and economic success dictates this national goal. Past in-
equities by income and race demand that access to higher education
become a right rather than a privilege based upon wealth and back-
ground. Only through expanded opportunity for higher education
can equal opportunity in the larger society be achieved.

The panel’s recommendations seek to eliminate the persistent bar-
rier to undergraduate higher education for minority and low-income
youth—lack of money. This is still the most critical barrier and the
most susceptible to remedy through forceful public action at the na-
tional level.

The persistence of the financial barrier despite current federal
efforts leads the panel to develop new alternatives for financing low-
income students in higher education.

A number of other groups have recommended higher education
programs similar to parts of the panel’s recommendations. The Car-
negie Commission recommended that “the seventies be devoted to
increasing resources for those efforts that lagged behind in the last
decade, increasing equality of educational opportunity....”* The re-
port proposed greatly expanded funding of the Educational Oppor-
tunity Grant Program and the College Work-Study Program. In the
panel’s view, however, the Commission did not consider the inequi-
ties and inadequacies of these programs as outlined in the foregoing
chapter. ]

The philosophy closest to the panel’s is contained in Toward A
Lonyg-Range Plan for Financong Higher Education (The Rivlin Re-
port).* However, the program of federal student subsidies recom-
mended in this report differs from the panel’s in magnitude and cri-
teria for eligibility.

Recent legislation, in particular the proposed Basic Opportunity
Grants Program (30G), holds some promise of fulfilling, at least par-

34, Carnegre Commission on Higher Education, Qualityg and ISquulity. Rerised Recow-

mendutians, New Levels of Federal Responsihility tor Higher Edveation. New York:

McGraw-11ill, 1970,

35, U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Twieard a Lang-Range Plan
for Finaneing Higher Fducation, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Edu-
ation and Welfare, January 1964,

a0




huse & of

Q

E

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

RIC

tially, the panel’s objectives. The principles of the proposed BOG are
consistent with the panel’s, but its annual and uncertain levels of
funding, low grant ceiling, restriction to half college costs, and com-
plexities of operating procedures limit its potential for achieving
equal opportunity objectives.

In exploring alternatives for financing low-income students and
developing appropriate recommendations for national policy, mem-
bers of the panel were agreed on the following:

(1) Specific proposals should be designed to maximize both equality
of enrollment rates (access) among income groups and equality in
the distribution of students among types of institutions.

(2) The proposals should contain features that will encourage the
retention of students in college and improve the quality of the edu-
cation they are receiving.

(3) The national goal of equal opportunity demands major financ-
ing by the federal government. While the panel recognizes an impor-
tant supplemental role for state, local, and institutional programs
designed to assist needy students, the federal role must be primary,
not only because of the magnitude of required funding but for rea-
sons of equity and uniformity in administration.

(4) Efficient and appropriate national student aid programs should
seek to achieve horizontal equality — equal subsidies among classes
of aided students. State allotment formulas and institutional allo-
:ation procedures hinder the achievement of such equity. Early and
certain knowledge of eligibility for aid, in what amount and what
kind, is essential to maximize the enroliment of low-income students
in higher education. This objective can only be achieved if the na-
tional program is not dependent on annual appropriations with un-
certain levels of funding. Federal student aid should be a matter of
right, in the form of an entitlement provided directly to students
wherever they live or attend college and without the intervention of
states and institutions.

The panel gave intensive consideration to a variety of policy
choices for financing low-income students. The basic options deline-
ated by the panel were: a policy of grants: a policy of loans; two types
of programs combining grants and loans.

An exclusive emphasis on grants is not being proposed because the
panel deemed unrealistic an assumption that society would be will-
ing, on philosophical grounds and in light of competing national pri-
orities, to pay the entire cost of educating students. While a sub-
stantial grant component was considered essential, a measure of
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self-financing was also considered necessary in a balanced national
approach to financing needy students.

The panel also devoted serious attention to a recommendation of
loans only. Such loans could be guaranteed by the government with
capital contributions coming from both the private and public sec-
tors; they could be available to all students through a type of Educa-
tional Opportunity Bank in which repayments are a function of in-
come. But the effects of this option on improving the enrollment
rates of low-income students are not clear. To date there is no evi-
dence on how many poverty and minority students would attend col-
lege if loans were the only form of outside assistance available for
financing their educational costs. It was the judgment of most panel
members that the results of the loans-only option, both in terms of
enrollment rates and distribution of students among types of institu-
tions, would be inadequate for the achievement of equal opportunity
objectives. While rejecting the loans-only policy as a currently vi-
able option to meet the pressing educational needs of low-income and
minority students, the panel urges further study of loan programs
and their effects on students and institutions.

Two combinations of direct grants and loans were considered.
First, a program of grants based on income alone supplemented by
loans available to those students wishing to self-finance more ex-
pensive enrollment options: “Grants for Access— Loans for Choice”
(GL). Second, a program of loans generally available supplemented
by grants based on income and college expenses: “Loans for Access —
Grants for Choice” (LG). These two program options can be illus-
trated by showing their effect on the college costs faced by a given
enrollee:

Grant-loan policy Loan-grant policy  _ 1
~
X
~
e - l
— - - i‘ ~
Institution price Institution price

(x= amount of grant)

The two choices provided by the panel’s two-dimensional definition
of equal opportunity are somewhat conflicting. One measure of
equality is the enrollment rate of minority and poverty youth in
higher education—access. As noted earlier, high school graduates
from lower-income and minority-group families have traditionally




lagged behind higher-income, majority-group students in their col-
lege-going rates. This lag has meant that their chances for eventual
social and economic success—their equality of opportunity—has
been significantly restricted.

A second measure of equality is the distribution of minority/pov-
erty college-goers among various types of higher education institu-
tions. As shown elsewhere in this report, lower-income youth gen-
erally attend less expensive colleges which often have lower-ability
students and lower-quality faculties than the institutions attended
by students from higher-income families. Since the specific college or
type of college attended significantly affects a student’s chances for
social and economic advancement, the differential enrollment pat-
tern of lower-income youth represents a significant barrier to the
realization of equal opportunity.

An appropriate government policy should seek to alter both the en-
rollment rates and thé distribution of minority and poverty vouth to
become more like that of majority and nonpoverty youth. However,
the policy that maximizes improvement along one dimension may
not necessarily maximize improvement along the second. The proper
enrollment maximizing policy would be “Grants for Access— Loans
for Choice” —i.e., giving an equal grant to all students in a given in-
come class regardless of the variation in institutional prices. Alter-
natively, “Loans for Access—Gints for Choice” would tend to cor-
rect the enrollment distribution by providing larger grants to
students attending more expensive institutions even though their
family incomes were equal. This second type of policy would also in-
crease overall enrollment, but the increase would not be as great as
that achieved if the enroliment-maximizing policy were imple-
mented. However, the second type of policy would increase the num-
ber of students from the subsidized population who attend higher-
priced institutions.

It should be noted that in order for either form of a grant policy to
function effectively in achieving equal opportunity, students must
have access to self-financing resources—loan funds. It is unrealistic
to expect parents of low-income students to contribute extensively, if
at all, to their children’s college education. Similarly, it is improbable
that society will subsidize the full cost of educating needy students.
It is potentially detrimental to their success in college to expect
lower-income, poorly prepared students to work during periods
of enroliment in order to finance their share of college expenses. The
alternative—borrowing — must be guaranteed.
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Recognizing the partial trade-offimplicitin the choice between the
two types of programs combining grants and loans, the panel delib-
erated at length over the philosophical and policy issues involved
and opted for an emphasis on increasing the enrollment rates of
poor and minority youth, with reliance on loans to improve their dis-
tribution among types of institutions. The panel believes that broad-
ened access must claim the highest priority in view of the continued
lag in the percentages of low-income and minority youth enrolled in
higher education, and that grants available primarily on the basis of
income should be the foundation of national policy to improve equal
opportunity. '

It was the view of most panel members that direct subsidies to all
eligible low-income students are essential to eliminate the economic
barrier to higher education. A general lack of experience and confi-
dence among the poor when it comes to borrowing money makes the
loan-financing option inadequate as the basic means of stimulating
broader access. Only grants can provide the incentive necessary to
motivate low-income students to consider higher education as a live
option and to overcome the costs they face— not only the direct ex-
pense of higher education but also the costs rresulting from foregone
incomethat frequently constitute a substantial sacrifice for the poor.

The panel advocates a national program having three major ele-
ments: )

Divect federd grauts to low-income students on an entitlement
basis,

Loan financing arailable to all students, regardless of income lerel,

Support for supplementary services for grant vecipients who need
remedial and other helpwhile in college.

The absence from the panel’s recommendation of a work-study pro-
gram does not result from oversight. The panel deliberately excludes
work-study from its recommended program of student aid because
the current College Work-Study Program is neither a subsidy nor a
form of student aid; rather, it provides funds for the pavment of
wages for services performed.

However, this is not to say that the panel does not approve of work
related to curriculum, or student performance of community and
volunteer services. If such programs are beneficial they should be
available to all students. The panel approves too of proposals for co-
operative programs where students study for certain periods, work
for a time, and then return to study. For some, the panel recognizes
that a year or more of work before college entry may be beneficial,
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provided it does not thwart students’ interest or ability to enter
college. Such options should be expanded and made available to all
students dependent only upon their interests and needs. However,
payments received under a curriculum-related piogram of work
should not be considered a form of subsidy or student aid.

The existing federally supported College Work-Study Program is
directed only to needy students who are obliged to work often for
minimal pay and often in jobs unrelated to their programs of study.
In fact, the current program penalizes the poor, since participation
in work-study is often a condition for receiving other forms of aid,
such as Educational Opportunity Grants and National Defense Stu-
dent Loans. In addition, the student from a background of poverty
most often can ill afford an added burden on his academic program:
he is likely to be ill prepared for higher education and to need maxi-
mum time and energy to devote to his studies.

Proposed Grant Program

The panel recontmends a federal program that wonld entitle students

Srom lawer-income families to divect grants, Like the G.1. Bill, the

program would operate directly with students, entitling them to
funds sufficient to remove the financial barrier to enrollment in
higher education. Again, it is the panel’s judgment that direct grants
to students are the form of subsidy that will most positively affect
the enrollment and retention of lower-income students in higher
education.

The panel recommends an annual grant maximum of $2,000. While
this maximum by itself will not provide the target population with a
full range of institutional choice, it will go a long way toward making
most of the public sector of higher education, and in particular the
four-year public institutions, truly accessible to the neediest stu-
dents. The $2,000 level would, of course, also remove the financial
barrier to enrollment in public two-year and low-cost private insiitu-
tions. Coupled with a strong student loan program, a $2,000 grant
should also go a long way toward increasing the attractiveness and
accessibility of higher-priced private and public institutions tv lower-
income youth,.

Grants wordd be available to all students whose own or adjusted

Jamily income is below the median, The median would be for all fam-

ilies with children who are high school graduates, orin 1971, $9,622.
Income would be adjusted to reflect the number of dependent chil-
dren in the family and the assets of the family. Income would also be
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adjusted for two-parent families where both parents work, reflecting
the costs to a family of a working wife or working mother. It would
also be adjusted to reflect the peculiar needs of families with a single
parent. -

The size of the individual grant wonld be determined uccording to
the quarter in which the adjusted income fulls. Only students from
families whose adjusted income places them in the lowest-income
qua:ter would receive the maximum grant. Students from families
whose adjusted income places them in the second quarter would re-
ceive lesser amounts, declining to zero at the median level. The pro-
posal is designed to guarantee a minimum purchasing power for
higher education by providing students ‘n the target population re-
sources approximately equal to those now available to students at
the median level,

The panel recognizes that families above the median income also
face difficulties in meeting rising college costs and urges larger and
improved loan programs in response to this need (see next section).
However, public subsidies should be used in ways that will maximize
equality of opportunity. As indicated earlier, students from families
above the median income attend college at a significantly higher
rate than students from families below the median income. Subsidies
are not required to stimulate the enrollment of students in the top
two income quarters. By contrast, subsidies aimed at lower-income
students will.induce them to enroll in larger numbers.

Basing grant eligibility on adjusted income levels breaks with the
commonly accepted definition of financial need. Traditionally, finan-
cial need has been defined as the difference between the cost of at-
tending a particular college or university and the amount that a stu-
dent and his family can contribute to his support without “undue
hardship.” Using this definition, high-income students may demon-
strate substantial measured need. In fact, if a student from a high-
income family attends a high-priced institution he can often demon-
strate greater financial need than a low-income student attending a
low- or moderately priced institution. The distinction between tradi-
tional need calculations and the panel’s recommended pattern of
grants is illustrated by the following example: Assume that two po-
tential students, A and B, come from high- and low-income families
respectively. Student A desires to attend a moderately high-priced
institution where it is determined by traditional standards that he
has a financial need of $500. Student B wishes to atténd a lower-
priced institution that calculates his financial need as $500. If no
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subsidized financial aid is given to student A, his orientation is such
that he or his family will either sacrifice other expenditures or bor-
row funds in order for him to attend his desired institution. On the
other hand, without subsidy student B will probably not enter higher
education at all. If society isinterested in maximizing overall enroll-
ment rates, it should devoteits resources preferentially to student B.
Allocating resources to studen' B affects his behavior, while allocat-
ing funds to student A does little to change his likelihood of enroli-
ment. .

The panel believes that the goal of equalizing opportunity re-
quires that public subsidies be provided on an equal basis to stu-
dents from equal economic circumstances and not be based on need
as a function of the gap between institutional costs and “ability to
pay.”

The size of the grant coudd not exceed the reasonable costs of at-
tendance at the institict!c o inachich the student enrolls. While grant
eligibility would be determined according to family-income levels
and not the differential pricing of colleges, the panel believes that no
student should receive more than the actual costs of the institution
of his choice. The panel emphasizes, however, that costs must be
realistically determined and take into account the peculiar circum-
stances of the neediest of :students. It cannot be assumed, for ex-
ample, that students from poverty circumstances who live at home
and commute to college have no costs for room and board. If the fam-
ily cannot support itself, it cannot support a college-age student who
provides little or no income to the family. For poverty students the
costs of books, clothing, and so on may also exceed the commonly
assumed amounts, since these students may not have been able to
accumulate needed supplies, as have more afluent college students.

Grants wordd he arailable to both full-time and parvt-time students
achitted to or enrvolled in institutions of higher education, There
will always be some low-income students who, by necessity or simply
preference, wish to enroll part time while they earn a living or sup-
port their families. Making grants available to part-time students
(including those who enroll less than half time) will also permit
these students, if they wish, to participate in education-work pro-
grams that many colleges now offer. For part-time sti-dents, the size
of the grant would be adjusted to reflect the percentage of time they
are enrolled.

Grants wordd be arailable for a period of wp to fire years, Some
existing and innovative undergraduate programs are five-year pro-
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grams. In addition, many students within the target population will
need this period of time to complete their undergraduate course of
study.

The evailability of gronts should be known to students as early as
possible in their high school years. Early knowledge of entitlement
will permit students to make proper curricular decisions in second-
ary s¢’ 90l and provide maximum impact on the enroliment aspira-
tions anu decisions of poverty and minority vouth.

Proposed Loan Program

To supplement the grant program and provide for wider institutional
choice, the panel recommends a loan program. The panel stresses
that the program outlined here, though discussed in terms of low-
income students, should be available to all students and on the same
terms. The panel rejects the notion that indebte dness should be con-
centrated anlong the poor. It realizes, however, that until basic
higher education pricing and support policies chunge, lower- and
middle-class youth will be the principal borrowers.

Lo need not be heavily subsidized. If the public funds are avail-
able for higher education subsidies, first priority should be given to
expanding the grant program outlined earlier. Second priority
should be given to the program of support for supplementary ser-
vices for the target population to be discussed subsequently. After
these needs are met, public subsidies in loans might become rele-
vant. Until then, the government’s sole subsidy in a student loan
program should be limited to the necessary costs of insuring loans
against default. Additional subsidies to reduce the rate of interest
charged to the borrower by the lending agencies are neither neces-
sary nor appropriate.

There should be no maxinim level of borrowing. If any meaning-
ful distribution of low-income students among institutions is to take
place, many students will have to borrow to meet the high costs of
attending private institutions. That should be their privilege. Many
will borrow to meet family (their parents or their own) obligations.
That, too, should be their privilege, assuming that such family obli-
gations would bar the student from obtaining ar education without
the loan. Since the panel advocates essentially unsubsidized loan
programs, the exercise of these privileges should be left to the people
who will bear the liabilities.

Loans showd be repayable over the entire working lifetime of the
student if he so chooses. Students who borrow for education are mak-
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ing an investment in their future. The availability of loans permits
more institutional choice than would a grant program aione. The stu-
dent’s debt represents resources absorbed now that he hopes will re-
sult in future benefits. Economic efficiency requires that loans of
this character be amortized over the full payoff period. The practical
effect of introducing 30- to 40-year loan repayment periods, compared
to current 10-year loans is that annual repayments will be lower and
thus the loans should be more attractive to borrowers fearing some
vears of low or relatively low income in relation to debt-repayment
demands. However, lifetime repayvments will be higher because the
debt remains outstanding for alonger period and thus interest pay-
ments are greater,

The faet is that no one knows whether student borrowers would
prefer to pay back more money over very long periods or more money
per year over somewhat shorter periods. For this reason, the panel
proposes that very long-term repayments (up to 35 yvears) be made
possible under the loan program; students would be allowed to select
shorter terms if they wish. A practical way to handle this choice
might be to allow borrowers to prepa; their loans without penalty. It
should be noted that extending the repayment period would have no
effect on government costs because the proposed loan prograiiis un-
subsidized.

Some protection against excessive repayment burden should be in-
cluded in the program. For many low-income students, especially
those from minority groups, investing in a college education is seen
as a gamble. Because, historically, people from these backgrounds
have been discriminated against in skilled or educated labor markets
and youth from these communities have grown up in environments
that breed pessimism, wwany minority students will underestimate
the impact of higher education on their earnings.

One way to alleviate the effects of such pessimistic expectations on
the educational plans of minority youth is to guarantee the minority
student borrower that his education debt will not be a charge against
an unenhanced future income record. Loan repayments could be
based on annual earnings by sectting the annual charge as a “tax
rate” on income. For exanple, a student might be charged .4 of 1 per-
eent of incame per $1,000 borrowed, as in the recent loan program
announced by Yale University. Another scheme might be to make
the loan repayment dependent on income if income falls below some
specified level. Such a repayment arrangement would insure the
borrower that if his future income is relatively low, his annual repay-

59




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I'roposcd National Poograw ot Stadent Yssislanc

ments will not be allowed tu rise above a certain known fraction of
his annual income.

A program could also be designed that allows borrowers to trans-
fer a certain number of years of repayment to later yvears of their re-
payvment schedule in order that those who experience periods of low
income would not find that their educational debt imposes an unac-
ceptable burden during those years. Under some plans those borrow-
ers whose career choices result in very low-paying jobs might reach
the termination of the repayment period without having fully repaid
their loans and to that extent other borrowers would have subsi-
dized their education. All these features are meaningful to minority
and poverty students and would make a loan program more attrac-
tive tothem,

In summary, to supplement the grant program the panel proposes
a program of long-term loans, possibly repayable as a percentage of
income, with a provision for students to discharge their debt prema-
turely if they wish. If a student’s lifetime income is very low, he will
in effect not have paid for all the resources borrowed while he was a
student. This subsidy might be paid by other borrowers as indicated
above, or the government might pay the cost of shortfalls to the loan
program attributable to low-carning experience of the borrowers.

The operational characteristics of a student loan program are im-
portant. Even if a loan program has all the desired characteristics
that are outlined above, it may still not significantly contribute to
tne panel’s objective of equal opportunity. The panel is concerned by
the lack of access of minority and poverty students to existing loan
programs. Whether banks, especially, have been reluctant to lend
because these students are unfamiliar to them, or because they are
considered “bad risks,” or because of outright discrimination, the
fact is that the present organization of the federal Guaranteed Loan
Program has not helped minority and poverty stidents in an even-
handed way. Therefore, the panel favors a shift to a new organiza-
tional structure toadminister the loans.

The new strueture would need access to large sums of capital; it
would have to be able to apply charges to a borrowers’ income; it
would have to be able to keep treck of students for long periods of
time; it would have to be compensated for the fact that no appropri-
ate collateral is offered for the loans,

All these features suggest to the panel that a unit of the federal
government is the only agency capable of meeting the requirements.
Such a unit could employ the Internal Revenue Service to collect

[N\
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loan-taxes and the United States Treasury to borrow for it or to
guarantee its loans.

The panel is indifferent to the exact locus or name of such an insti-
tution. One good suggestion made previously is to establish a Na-
tional Student Loan Bank to administer the program. Such a bank
would be a quasi-private corporation issuing its own bonds (with
treasury backing) but integrated with the federal government for
collections and record-keeping purposes. Others have suggested a
fully public agency with its own right to issue capital, its own collec-
tions and record-keeping ties with existing agencies. '

The panel asserts that a loan program of the type described is fea-
sible and proposes that it be established with the full backing of the
federal government.

Proposed Vouchers for Supplementary Services

The panel recommends a program of vouchers for supplementary
services for students from the target population.

A wide range of proposed higher education support programs has
included “eost of education” ullowances and other types of grants to
institutions. The objectives of these allowances and grants have
varied. For some, the goal has been the creation of incentives that
encourage institutions to enroll federally aided students. For others
the aim has been to satisfy institutional needs for general support.
The panel feels that the provision of funds for special serviees to pov-
erty and minority vouth ean play a significant role in increasing
equal educational opportunity and in fostering reform in higher edu-
cation. Compensatory and supplementary services will be necessary
if poverty and minority students suffering the handicaps of poor pre-
vious educational experiences are to compete sueccessfully with other
students and persist in eollege. The need for these services will be
especially important for students from the target population who
gain aecess to more selective institutions. The admission and sue-
cessful performance of poverty and minority vouth in college will
demand extensive reorientation and redirection of many colleges
and universities; a compensatory service program could provide the
resources and incentives to stimulate necessary reform of higher
educaticn.

Several kinds of supportive programs could contribute to the pan-
el’s objectives. The federal Special Service Programs now in exis-
tence could be expanded and larger grants provided to institutions to
meet the needs of new populations of students. But a project grant
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system has a major drawback. The projects are designed to meet the
institution’s perception of the needs of poverty and minority stu-
dents rather than those of the students themselves. The panel is not
persuaded that all institutions have the capability to design and con-
duct programs meeting the full range of needs of students in the tar-
get population. The personal experiences of the panel members pro-
vide constant reminders of the diversity of student needs and the
limited ability of colleges to offer a diversity of services.

Another frequently recommended program is one that gives insti-
tutions cost-of-education allowances based on their enrollment of
federally aided students. These funds are not restricted to the sup-
port of services for the federally aided students. The allowanees can
be either a function of the number of aided students enrolling in the
institution, or the amount of federal aid these students recerve. This
type of cost-of-education program would provide an incentive to col-
leges to enroll federally aided students but .vould not gua»=ntee that -
institutions would use these resources for services to the federally
aided students.

Still a third alternative is a program in which federally aided stu-
dents are given vouchers with which to “purchase” supplementary
and compensatory educational services. This type of program would
not provide as strong an incentive forinstitutions toenroll aided stu-
dents as would unrestricted cost-of-education grants to institutions,
but it would create greater incentives for institutions to provide the
range of compensatory and supplementary services needed by pov-
erty and minority vouth,

Allowing students to spend resources through vouchers for pro-
grams they desire, or withhold support from programs they judge in-
adequate, would create important incentives for colleges to provide
programs that are valuable to students. It would also ¢12ate incen-
tives for educational reform, much needed throughout higher educa-
tion.

It should be noted that the reduction of enrollment incentives
under the voucher approach is by no means total. Many colleges and
universities report that a significant constraint on their admission of
lower-inconte students is the substantial cost of extensive suppie-
mentary services needed by these vouth. Providing students with
resources to pay for these services would lessen the impact of this
constraint.

The panel anticipates several concerns that might be raised about
allowing students a range of choice in the style and source of special




services they desire. It might be suggested that students would
choose their programs unwisely or be susceptible to the false claims

of possible suppliers of compensatory services. The panel ﬁndg that
there is little evidence to predict that college students will make any-— .
less wise decisions about program choices than will either university

or government officials. Moreover, the very freedom of choice of
voucher-holding students would tend to mitigate against inferior or
fraudulent services on any significant scale. Students could easily

opt out of programs that do not appear to be meeting their educa-
tional needs. Such flexibility could be maximized by making the
vouchers available in monthly amounts.

Another source of concern in the operation of the voucher scheme
might be the possibilty that voucher-holding students would pay
other students or faculty members to provide supplementary ser-
vices. Although at first glance the hiring of other students would
appear to be an unwise use of vouchers, some evidence suggests that
this is not the case. Several colleges operate very successful tutorial
programs in which upperclass students teach poorly performing
underclassmen.

Another problem that might arise in the operation of a voucher
program is the possibility that colleges would charge voucher-hold-
ing students for special services that are available at zero or lower
cost to other students. This problem could be prevented by an ad-
ministrative regulation restricting the use of vouchers to activities
that are not available to students without aid at a price lower than
the value of the voucher.

On balance, the panel finds that the voucher scheme of financing
supplementary services for federally aided students would be the
most effective type of supportive program in terms of the panel’s
equal opportunity objective. The panel recommends that students
receiving assistance wunder the proposed grant program also receive
payments, in the amount of $35 monthly, to purchuse the supple-
mentary services they need.

Cost of the Panel’'s Recommendations

Equalizing higher educational opportunity will be costly. But con-
tinuing current inequities will be even more costly to the society.
Acceptance of the panel’s goals would undoubtedly be greater if
they required lower expenditures of public funds, but unless the so-
ciety is truly aware of the magnitude of the task, measures will be
adopted that are so distant from those necessary that they will be
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nonproductive, if not negative. With these thoughts in mind, the
panel presents an estimate of the costs of its proposals.

Two parts of the panel’s proposal will demand significant financial
support: the grant program and the program of supplemental ser-
vices.

Cast of the grant program ($.2.4-5.8 billion ). The grants at the out-
set would be $2,000 per vear for all full-time students from families
who are in the lowest-income quarter of all high school graduates.
Students from families in the second 'owest quarter would receive
grants of $0-$2,000 depending on their families’ income. In no case
would a grant exceed the reasonable costs of attending the student’s
collegre, and the grant amount would be reduced proportionately for
less than full-time enrollment.

" 2000

Grant 1000

0
Lowest Second lowest
€ ouarter —a quarter ———3
fami,y income of . family income of
high school graduates high school graduates

The cost of the panel’s grant program will depend on how many
low- and moderate-income students enroll in college and the cost of
the colleges in which they enroll. In the short term, it is likely that
the enrollment of poverty and minority students will not increase
dramatieally, and the pattern of that enrollment will remain essen-
tially unchanged. Both the slow response of colleges to changes in
demand, and the long time intervals over which changes in college-
going trends take place support this contention. Thus, it is possible
to estimate the cost of the panel’s recommendations (in the short
run) on the basis of current enrollment rates and patterns as shown
in Table 19, .

Combining these enrollment figures with the panel’s grant pro-
gram, the short-run costs of the grant proposal can be estimated.
Thisis shown in Table 20.
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Thus, in the short run, the grant program would cost $2,422 million,
if enrollment rates and patterns did not shift significantly. If the en-
rollment rate of low--und moderate-income students increases to that
of students from the highest income quarter—the goal of equality
set by the panel—-the grant program cost in the long run could in-
crease to $5,787 million. .

Caost of the supplementary service grant program (8553-%2,170
million). The panel recommends that voucher grants of approxi-
mately $300 be given to federally aided students to provide for sup-
plementary educational services. Like the cost of the grant program,
the cost of the supplementary service program will depend on the en-
rollment rates of low- and moderate-income youth. This is shown in
Table 21.

Table 21. Cost of the Recommended Supplementary Service
Program. Short Term and Long Term. In Thousands

Sunorttern Langerterm

Enrollment of federally aided students (under-

graduate full-time equivalents in 1971-72). . . . . . 1,844 4,340
Total cost of voucher program (average $300) . . . . $H553M $1,302M

it
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Summary and Recommendations

The panel proposes a new national program designed to achieve
equality of opportunity for education beyond high school

We have based our recommendations on a definition of equal op-
1ortunity that is broader than has been commonly acceepted in the
past. Most definitions of equal opportunity are one-dimensional, im-
plying simply access to postsecondary trzining without regard to the
type of access. Equal access must be accompanied by equality of
choice. This means greater equity in the disiribution of minority and
poverty students within the higher education system, providing
them with collegiate options that meet their individual interests,
necds, and abilities,

The national program has three major components: grants, loans,
and supplementary services.

Grants

Grants are the form of subsidy that will most positively affect theen-
rollment, distribution, and retention of lower- and moderate-income
students in higher education.

Reconnmendation: A federal program that woudd entitle eligible stu-
dents as a naltter of right to diveet grants.

Grants should be provided directly to students wherever they live
or attend college without the intervention of states and universities.

Grants would be available to all undergraduate students whose
adjvsted family income is below the median® Income would be ad-
justed to reflect the number of dependent children inthe family, the
assets of the family, and other circumstances.

The annual grant maximum per student would be $2,000, which
will zo a long way toward making most of the public sector of higher
cducation accessible to the neediest of students. The $2,000 level
would be adequate to remove the financial barrier to enrollment in
most public four-year colleges as well as, of course, public two-year

36, The panel has focused on the needs of minority and poverty youth for undergrad.
uate edueation, The report does not address the requirements for expansion of oppor-
tunity at the postbaccalaureate level, 1t is obvious, however. that the aceess of minmor-
ity and poverty groups to advanced graduate and professional programs will depend
Largely upon iereasing the numbers who receive undergraduate training.

37. The median is not the median for all families, but for all families with children whe
are hgh school graduates, In 1971, this median was $9.622,
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and low-¢ost private institutions. Coupled with a strong student loan
program, a $2,000 grant should also go a long way toward increasing
the attractiveness and accessibility of higher-priced private and
public institutions to lower-income vouth.

The size of the individual grant would be determined according to
the quarter in which the adjusted income falls. Only students whose
adjusted income places them in the lowest quarter would receive the
maximum grant. Students from families with adjusted incomes in
the second quarter would receive lesser amounts, declining to zero at
the medianlevel.

The size of the grant could not exceed the reasonable costs of at-
tendance at the institution in which the student enrolls. No student
could receive more than the actual costs of attendance at the institu-
tion of his choice. The panel emphasizes, however, that eosts must be
realistically determined and take into account the peculiar cirecum-
stances of the neediest students.

Grants we ald be available to both full-time and part-time students.

The availability of grants should be xnown to students as early as
possible in their high school years. Early and certain knowledge of
entitlement will permit students to make proper curricular decisions
in secondary school and provide maximum impact on the enrollment
aspirations and plans of poverty and minority youth. This cbjective
can only be achieved if the federal grant program is not dependent
on annual appropriations with uncertain levels of funding.

Loans

To supplenient the grant program and provide for wider institutional
choice, loans must be readily available to grant recipients as well as
other students wishing to borrow for higher education.

Recommendation: A new federal program of long-term loans open
to all students regardless of their economic cir-umstances.

The loan program should be flexible, allowing borrowers to deter-
mine t e size, amount, and terms of the loans they wish to assume.

The loan program should be administered directly by a unit of the
federal government. The panel is concerned that existing loan pro-
grams administered by institutions and private and state agencies
have not helped minority and poverty students in an evenhanded
way. The panel favors, therefore, a shift to a new organizational
structure to administer the loans.

The loans should not be heavily subsidized. The government’s sole
subsidy in the loan program should be limited to the necessary costs

"~
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of insuring loans against default. Additional subsidies to reduce the
rate of interest charged to the borrower by the lending agencies are
neither necessary nor appropriate.

There should be no maximum level of borrowing. Since the panel
advocates essentially an unsubsidized loan program, students should
make their own decisions about the level of liability they wish to
assume.

Loans should be repayable over the entire working lifetime of the
student if he so chooses. Economic efficiency requires that the lo.ns
be amortized over the full payoff period. The practical effect of intro-
ducing 30- to 40-year loan repayment periods, compared to current
10-year loans, is that annual repayments will be lower and thus the
loans should be more attractive to borrowers fearing some vears of
low or relatively low income in relation to debt repayment demands.

Protection against excessive repayment burden should be included
in the program, particularly for low-income students who may under-
estimate the impact of higher education on their earnings.

Supplementary Services

The provision of funds for special services to poverty and minority
youth who are enrolled in college can play a significant role in in-
creasing equal educational opportunity and in fostering reform in
higher education.

Compensatory, remedial, and other supplementary services will be
necessary if poverty and minority students suffering the handi aAps
of poor previous educational experiences are to compete successfully
with other students and persist in college.

The need for these services will be especially important for stu-
dents from the target population who gain access to more selective
institutions.

The admission and successful performance of poverty and minor-
ity youth in college will demand extensive reorientation and redirec-
tion of many colleges and universities; a compensatory service pro-
gram could provide the resources and incentives to stimul ate reforms
in higher education that are appropriate not only for this new popu-
lation but for traditional students who are demanding educational
change.

Recommendation: Federval support of supplementary services for
students from the target population.

All students who are aided under the grant program would receive
regular payments, or vouchers, in the amount of $35 per month, to
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“purchase” compensatory and supplementary educational services.

The panel finds that the voucher scheme of fin ancing supplemen-
tary rervices. as opposed to other approaches such as cost-of-educa-
tion allowances paid to institutions. would be the most effective type
of supportive program. Giving students the option to spend resources
through vouchers for programs they desire, or withhold support
from programs they judge to be inadequate, would ereate incentives
for colleges to reform their offerings and provide services that meet
the needs of all students.

It should be emphasized that the forms of assistance recommended
by the panel would be open to eligible students who opt for either
traditional or nontraditional types of training. However, the panel
wishes to ledge a caveat with respect to current developments in
higher education that are sometimes construed as holding special
promise for new groups of students, particularly minority and pov-
erty students —the burgeoning community colleges. r ew postsecond-
ary technical and occupational programs, external degrees, and
credit by examination. Clearly, these developmencs are helping to
broaden the options available to all students, and their potential
must be tapped further. At the same time, we are concerned that the
nontraditional developments will give rise to a new kind of tracking
system in higher education, with poverty and minority students
channeled disproportionately into the nontraditional programs. For
these youth, who have long been denied the rewards of tradition: 1
undergraduate education, the new developments must not becoime
a new form of exclusion from the mainstream of education. This
danger leads the panel to stress the primary importance of tradi-
tic 1al four-year undergraduate training for its target population.

Cast of the pragram. The estimated cost of our proposals is high:
for the short term $2.4 billion for the grant program, and $550 million
for the voucher scheme. But continuing current inequities will be
far more costly to the society.

Current inequities. We have developed these recommendations
against the background of the continuing gaps in opportunity for
higher education among youth of differing economic circumstances
and racial origins. Both objective analysis and our personal expern-
ences dramatized the depth of current inequities. The economic and
racial barriers to college remain harsh realities that dim the hopes
of young people for upward mobility and contradict the claims of
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“open access” and “equal opportunity’ within the higher education
system.

For poverty and minority students, the report finds that profound
disparities persist in the rates of.enrollment in higher education, in
the distribution of students among types of postsecondary institu-
tions, and in retention rates.

Rates of enrollment in higher education. In 1970 a yvouth 18 to 24
vears old from a family earning above $15,000 was nearly five times
more likely to be enrolled in college as the same youth from a family
with income of less than $3,000. Blacks represent about 13 percent of
the college-age group but only 6-7 Jercent of college enrollments;
Puerto Ricans and Chicanos represent 3.7 percent of the age group,
but it is estimated that they constitute only between 1 and 2 percent
of the college population. By contrast, white students are about 84
percent of the college-age group and 91 percent of the college popula-
tion.

Distribution of students among types of postsecondary institutions.
Unlike majority and higher-income students, minority and poverty
yvouth who gain access to higher education do not enjoy options
among programs and institutions that suit their individual needs
and attributes. A student from a family with income below $6,000 is
twice as likely to be enrolled in a public two-vear college as a student
from a family with income between $20,000 and $25,000. Data further
indicate that black students ut the top achievement lever are three
times as likely to attend a two-year college as white students at the
same achievement level.

Retention rates. Both low-income and minority students suffer
from high dropout rates. Students from families in the bottom
quarter of income have less than one-third the chance of completing
an undergraduate degree that students from families in the top in-
come quarter have. Low-income vouth graduated from college at a
rate 10-15 percent lower than high-income youth at the same ability
levels.

Our recommendations seek to redress these disparities and to
achieve equity in access, distribution, and completion rates for poor
and minority youth in higher education.




